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PREFACE TO THE 1942 EDITION 


and his Republican associates, there was probably 

no period so vital as that interval during the win- 
ter of 1860-61 when the country wavered between union 
and disunion and between peace and war. Policies and de- 
cisions were far more significant at that time than either 
before or after. 

Despite the importance of this period, there are few 
aspects of Lincoln’s life and of the party’s history which 
have been so neglected by historians in general. Lincoln, 
personally, from the time of his election until his inaugu- 
ration, sought to efface himself, and he succeeded to such 
an extent that even history has not seriously disturbed 
the oblivion which he invited. The many accounts which 
treat of this period have been content to recount his com- 
ings and goings, and to record his utterances, without 
evincing any real curiosity as to what intentions and pur- 
poses occupied his mind. To say that he intended to main- 
tain the Union is a truism, but it is inconceivable that, as 
he faced inauguration, his mind stopped short at a deter- 
mination to maintain the Union. Such determination was 
the point of departure, not the terminus, of his mental 
processes. The problem that concerned him was how to 
maintain the Union. Could he save it without compromise? 
Could he save it without war? Could he save it by a purely 
negative policy, and, if not, what positive measures were 
required ? 

For a long time after the war no one really cared to 
know how the Republican leaders viewed the crisis late 
in 1860 and early in 1861. Northern apologists were con- 
tent to eulogize Lincoln for striking fearlessly at disunion ; 
Southern critics, meanwhile, castigated him for his policy 
of coercion. Neither advocates nor detractors were inter- 
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ested in the evidence that Lincoln had neither wished nor 
foreseen that events would go as they did. 

A later generation has sought to do more than merely 
vindicate or indict. Accordingly, historians of the present 
century have cultivated a broader point of view which 
explains the war in terms of underlying sectional dif- 
ferences. At times this emphasis has obscured the great 
similarity, in many respects, between the Northern and 
Southern people, and has implicitly corroborated the tra- 
ditional doctrine of an “irrepressible conflict.” Conse- 
quently, there is still no account which shows why chronic 
antagonism became open war at the precise time when it 
did, or why the similarities of the people of the United 
States, as Americans, failed to offset their differences, as 
Northerners and Southerners. 

To a reader who is grounded in current interpretations, 
the basic sectional differences preceding the war are like 
signposts pointing to the impending conflict. With hind- 
sight to re-enforce this viewpoint, it is difficult to remem- 
ber that the Republican leaders during the secession crisis 
were quite habituated to chronic antagonism which had 
not produced war, and that they still relied upon the 
centripetal force of Americanism to offset the centrifugal 
force of sectionalism. Whether irrepressible or not, the 
conflict did not seem irrepressible—in the sense of bellig- 
erency—to the Republican leaders who had coined the 
phrase. Once the full import of this fact is recognized, the 
developments of the crisis period assume a different as- 
fpect, and a vital question, not previously apparent, is 
brought to the fore: if Republican leaders did not per- 
jceive the imminence of war, what did they conceive the 

/ situation to be, and what did they propose to do about it? 
It is primarily to answer this question that I have written 
‘the chapters that follow. 

The story is a long one, for the situation was constantly 
being modified by the development of the crisis, but two 
constant factors prevailed from the evening of Lincoln’s 
election to the morning of Sumter. There was no time, 
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throughout that period, when the Republican leaders did 
not look to Southern Unionism as the factor by which they 
would save the Union without either ‘‘appeasing” or 
coercing the secessionists. Nor was there any occasion 
during that time when Lincoln failed to exercise a decisive 
control over his party’s policy. Seward was far more ac- 
tive than Lincoln, but the ultimate effect of his exertions 
was only to modify and elaborate Lincoln’s policy. Al- 
though unaccustomed to his high position, Lincoln was 
prepared, from the outset, to assume the dominant réle 
in shaping his party’s course during the Union’s severest 
crisis. 

My acknowledgments are few, but my indebtedness is 
proportionately deep. The late Ulrich B. Phillips had 
died before I began this study, but his earlier guidance 
helped me in a way which only his former students can 
appreciate. One of those students, Professor Gerald M. 
Capers, now of Sophie Newcomb College, commands my 
gratitude for his aid when the book was in a formative 
stage. After it neared completion, Professor J. G. Ran- 
dall of the University of Illinois read the entire manu- 
script. His mastery of the field enabled him to criticize 
it more effectively, I believe, than anyone else could have. 
At Yale, Professor Ralph Gabriel has been a helpful ad- 
visor and a loyal friend. Some of the most onerous paris 
of the production have fallen upon Professor Leonard 
Labaree, who has carried on as editor where he left off 
as advisor, and has offered unfailing assistance in both 
capacities. 

The staffs of the Library of Congress and of the Yale 
University Library have given indispensable aid in mak- 
ing the resources of their collections available to me. The 
library of the Rice Institute has co-operated with me 
steadily. For memorable kindnesses, I am indebted to Mr. 
Whitman Davis, Librarian of the University of Missis- 
sippi. 

Miss Ann Tuck has assisted materially in my efforts 
to achieve textual accuracy. 


x PREFACE TO THE 1942 EDITION 


During the period of my research, Yale University 
aided by awarding me the Bulkley Fellowship. In an 
earlier form, this study was submitted as a doctoral dis- 
sertation at Yale. Later, when publication drew near, the 
Department of History there again provided generous 
assistance by its decision to include my book with those 
which are published with the income from the Frederick 
John Kingsbury Memorial Fund. 

I am not sure that I am, myself, aware how much of 
this book is Elmer Henry Potter’s. I am sure that I can- 
not express that part of which I am aware. Certainly it is 
true that, without her, there would be no book to follow 
this preface. 


DieMage: 


Houston, Texas 
March 1942 


PREFACE TO THE 1962 EDITION 


HIS new edition of Lincoln and His Party in the 
Secession Crisis follows twenty years after the 
original publication. It sobers me to realize that 
this is exactly the same period of time for which Rip Van 
Winkle was locked in sleep in a ravine in the Catskills. Will 
my book, after twenty years, look as outmoded among the 
histories written today, as Rip looked among the villagers 
of the early republic, and can I safely send it abroad with- 
out dressing it in the new garments of a revision? 
Certainly, the historical literature on Lincoln and on the 
precipitation of the Civil War have witnessed even more 
transformation in twenty years than did Rip’s village, 
where, despite changed appearances, life really remained 
very much the same. To recognize the extent of this 
change, it is necessary to remember something of the state 
of the literature in 1942. At that time the papers of Abra- 
ham Lincoln had never been opened to any writers other 
than the authorized biographers, John G. Nicolay and 
John Hay, and they were still impounded in the Library 
of Congress, awaiting the expiration of the twenty-one- 
year period which Robert Todd Lincoln had provided 
should elapse after his death before the papers became 
public (he died in 1926). The only full-scale documented 
account of Lincoln’s presidency was the work of his per- 
sonal secretaries, the same Nicolay and Hay, who had used 
the papers and had published their ten volumes in 1890." 
(In saying this, I omit Sandburg’s great epic which made 
Lincoln’s War Years live again, but was hardly a history 
of his presidency.) The only extensive, detailed history of 
the crisis period was one published between 1893 and 1906 


1. John G. Nicolay and John Hay, Abraham Lincoln: A History (10 
vols. New York, Century, 1890). 
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by James Ford Rhodes, a man who had been twelve years 
old when Lincoln became President.? The only book de- 
voted entirely to the policy of Northern leaders during the 
secession crisis was a study by an attorney in Montgomery, 
Alabama, who argued that Fort Sumter did not even need 
relief, and implied that Lincoln’s claim to be acting on a 
letter from Major Anderson, stating the need of relief, 
was a fabrication, since such a letter did not exist and had 
probably never existed. In short, Lincoln precipitated the 
crisis needlessly and on deliberately false grounds.* 

Since 1942 the flow of literature has been not only pro- 
fuse but continuous. In 1947 the Lincoln Papers were at 
last opened to scholars. They have not yielded much data 
of large importance (Nicolay and Hay had combed them 
thoroughly), although David C. Mearns has published 
two volumes of selections from them.* The Papers also 
helped pave the way for a long-awaited scholarly edition 


2. James Ford Rhodes, History of the United Siates from the Com- 
promise of 1850 to the Final Restoration of Home Rule in the South in 
1877 (7 vols. New York, Macmillan, 1893-1906). 

3. John Shipley Tilley, Lincoln Takes Command (Chapel Hill, Univer- 
sity of North Carolina Press, 1941). But when the Lincoln Papers were 
opened, Anderson’s missing letter of February 28, 1861, was found, as I 
had suggested that it might be (below, pp. 333-35). Also there was a 
repert by Anderson, March 2, 1861, giving an exact inventory of com- 
missary stores, sufficient only for six weeks. The letter alone does not 
show the shortage adequately without the report, and the reading of the 
one without the other has caused some confusion. Tilley had failed to 
distinguish between fresh supplies, which Anderson was permitted to buy 
in the Charleston market—items such as fresh vegetables—and staples, 
such as flour, etc., on which the supply was very low. Thus Tilley erred 
both in saying that there was no shortage of supplies and in suggesting 
that the Lincoln administration had fabricated this claim of shortage in 
order to cover up the aggressive nature of its policy at Sumter. Robert 
Anderson to War Department, February 28, 1861; Anderson, Report of 
Supplies, March 2, 1861; Joseph Holt, Acting Secretary of War, to Lin- 
coln, March 5, 1861, enclosing Anderson’s communications—ali in the 
Lincoln Papers, Vol. 34, Nos. 7528-29; and Vol. 35, Nos. 7677-78 and 
enclosure 7664, and Nos. 7792-94. Library of Congress. 

4. The Lincoln Papers: The Story of the Collection, with Selections to 
July 4, 1861 (2 vols. Garden City, Doubleday, 1948). 
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of Lincoln’s writings. Before the Lincoln Papers were 
opened, J. G. Randall brought out, in 1945, the initial 
volumes of his history of Lincoln’s presidency—the first 
full-scale scholarly study of this subject, and in 1955 this 
work was completed in a fourth volume, finished by Rich- 
ard N. Current after Professor Randall’s death.® In 1952 
the late Benjamin P. Thomas published his one-volume 
biography, Abraham Lincoln, a masterly summary of a 
vast amount of scholarship.’ In 1960 Reinhard Luthin 
added another, more extensive, one-volume treatment, The 
Real Abraham Lincoln.2 All of these far surpass in 
scholarship the earlier works, though it is questionable 
whether anyone has yet sized Lincoln up with more wis- 
dom and perception than Lord Charnwood did in 1916.° 
Meanwhile, an extraordinary profusion of good mono- 
graphs has dealt with many aspects of Lincoln’s career. 
The ones pertinent to the secession crisis include espe- 
cially William E. Baringer, A House Dividing: Lincoln as 
President Elect,’® which, however, did not go beyond the 
inauguration, and which emphasized the problems of the 
cabinet rather more than the problems of secession; and 
William B. Hesseltine, Lincoln and the War Governors," 
which showed how the demands of the governors of the 
Northern States bore upon Lincoln’s policy. 

In the broader field of literature on the antecedents of 
the Civil War, again there has been a sweeping trans- 
formation. In 1942 the so-called revisionist view was just 
beginning to gather momentum. Avery O. Craven pub- 
lished his Coming of the Civil War in that year, and fol- 


5. Roy P. Basler et al., eds., The Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln 
(8 vois. plus index, New Brunswick, Rutgers University Press, 1953-55). 

6. Lincoln the President (4 vols. New York, Dodd, Mead, 1945-55). 

7. New York, Knopf, 1952. 

8. Englewood Cliffs, Prentice-Hall, 1960. 

9. Godfrey Rathbone Benson, Lord Charnwood, Abraham Lincoln 
(London, Constable, 1916). 

10. Springfield, the Abraham Lincoln Association, 1945. 

li. New York, Knopf, 1948. 
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lowed it with his Growth of Southern Nationalism, 1548— 
1861 in 1953 and his Civil War in the Making, 1815— 
1860 in 1959.” I must return to the question of the rela- 
tion of my own work to revisionism later in this introduc- 
tion, but to continue here with this overview of the litera- 
ture, the basic line of development is that Randall’s work, 
mentioned above, as well as essays by him published in 
1940,!° also became a cornerstone of revisionism, and that 
Roy F. Nichols’ The Disruption of American Democracy 
partook of the revisionist view without fully adopting it.* 
Since then, revisionism has come under fire from Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr., Pieter Geyl, Harry V. Jaffa, and others,”® 
and a considerable body of critical discussion has accum- 
ulated concerning this controversy.’® While this dispute 


12. The first of these books was published by Scribners in New York, 
the latter two by the Louisiana State University Press in Baton Rouge. 
Prior to these, Craven had begun to enunciate his views in “Coming of the 
War between the States: An Interpretation,” Journal of Southern History, 
2 (1936), 303-22, and in The Repressible Conflict (Baton Rouge, Louisi- 
ana State University Press, 1939). 

13. “The Blundering Generation,” Mississippi Valley Historical Re- 
view, 27 (1940), 3-28; “The Civil War Restudied,” Journal of Southern 
History, 6 (1940), 439-57. 

14. New York, Macmillan, 1948. 

15. Schlesinger, “The Causes of the Civil War: A Note on Historical 
Sentimentalism,” Partisan Review, 16 (1949), 469-81; Geyl, “The Ameri- 
can Civil War and the Problem of Inevitability,” translation of part of 
an article published in Dutch in 1949 in New England Quarterly, 24 
(1951), 147-68; Jaffa, Crisis of the House Divided: An Interpretation of 
the Issues in the Lincoln-Douglas Debates (New York, Doubleday, 1959). 

16. Howard K. Beale, “What Historians Have Said about the Causes 
of the Civil War,” in Theory and Practice in Historical Study, Social 
Science Research Council Bulletin, 54 (New York, 1946), 55-102; 
Thomas J. Pressly, Americans interpret Their Civil War (Princeton, 
Princeton University Press, 1954); Thomas N. Bonner, “Civil War His- 
torians and the ‘Needless War’ Doctrine,’ Journal of the History of 
Ideas, 17 (1956), 193-216; Richard N. Current, The Lincoln Nobody 
Knows (New York, McGraw-Hill, 1958), chap. 4, “The Man Who Said 
No”; T. Harry Williams, “Lincoln and the Causes of the Civil War,” in 
O. Fritiof Ander, ed., Lincoln Images: Augustana College Centennial 
Essays (Rock Island, Augustana College Library, 1960), 23-29; Denis W. 
Brogan, “A Fresh Appraisal of the Civil War,” Harpers Magazine, 220 
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was raging, Allan Nevins was moving steadily ahead with 
a monumental history, which was neither strongly revision- 
ist nor antirevisionist, and which gave us, in place of 
Rhodes’ history, a massive survey of the entire crisis 
period, from the year 1850, using fully the vast body of 
information now available. Nevins’ two-volume Ordeal of 
the Union came in 1947, followed by two more volumes, 
The Emergence of Lincoln, in 1950, and by a single vol- 
ume, The War for the Union: The Improvised War, in 
1959.*7 Since then, David Denald has added a contribu- 
tion of importance in his Charles Swmner and the Coming 
of the Civil War, and Bruce Catton has given a detailed 
and illuminating account of the final crisis in his The Com- 
ing Fury.*® 

While these writers dealt with the question of sectional 
antagonisin in general, others have focused intensively on 
the Sumter crisis in particular. Kenneth Stampp did this, 
first in an article, “Lincoln and the Strategy of Defense in 
the Crisis of 1861,” in 1945, and later in a book, And the 
War Came: The North and the Secession Crisis, 1860— 
i861, in 1950.7® Richard N. Current also did so, in an 
unpublished paper delivered at the annual meeting of the 
American Historical Association in 1955, and in a chapter, 
(April 1960), 123-44; David M. Potter, “Background of the Civil War,” 
in William H. Cartwright and Richard L. Watson, Jr., eds., Interpreting 
and Teaching American History, 31st yearbook of the National Council 
for the Social Studies (Washington, 1961), 87-119; Edwin C. Rozwenc, 
“The Present Crisis in the Historical Explanation of the Causes of the 
American Civil War,” in his book of readings The Causes of the American 
Civil War (Boston, Heath, 1961), 225-30; Don E. Fehrenbacher, Prelude 
to Greatness: Lincoln in the 1850's (Stanford, Stanford University Press, 
1962), pp. 165-72. 

17. New York, Scribners. 

18. Donald, published by Knopf, New York, 1960; Catton, by Double- 
day, Garden City, 1961. 

19. Journal of Southern History, 11 (1945), 297-523; and Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana State University Press, 1950. W. A. Swanberg, First Blood: 
The Siory of Fort Sumter (New York, Scribners, 1957), gives an excel- 
lent narrative of the Sumter crisis, with many rewarding insights but 
with almost no attention to the question of Lincoln’s policy. 
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“The Bringer of War,” in his The Lincoln Nobody 
Knows, in 1958.” David R. Barbee renewed the extreme 
Southern attacks upon Lincoln as a warmonger in an 
article, “The Line of Blood—Lincoln and the Coming of 
the War,” in 1957.74 Other writers have written criticisms, 
more or less extensive, concerning the views of these 
writers. 

In the light of all this flood of new literature, it might 
be supposed that there is no longer place for a study of 
the secession crisis written in 1942. Yet, in another sense, 
it is surprising how little of the new evidence is really out 
of line with the evidence available in 1942. There are, to 
be sure, some changes. For instance, the late Frank Maloy 
Anderson has demonstrated conclusively, in my opinion, 
that the Diary of a Public Man was, if not a forgery, at 
least not what it purported to be;”? and if I were writing 
now I would not use it as a source, as I did in Chapters 
J1-18. Major Robert Anderson’s letter, telling of the 
imminent exhaustion of his supplies at Sumter has been 
found (see note 3, above) in the Lincoln Papers, and I 
would now cite it directly instead of using elaborate in- 
direct evidence to prove its existence. The papers of 
Charles Francis Adams have been opened, and I would now 
use them in my account of developments in the Committee 
of Thirty-Three, and would not rely so much upon what 
Henry Adams reported. Yet Martin Duberman’s very able 
biography,” based upon the papers, does not appreciably 

20. The paper was entitled “Lincoln and Fort Sumter: An Exercise in 
Semantics and Historiography,” delivered at Washington, December 29, 
1955; for the book, see note 16, above. 

21. Tennessee Historical Quarterly, 16 (1957), 3-54. 

22. The Mystery of a Public Man: A Historical Detective Story (Min- 
neapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1948). I do not mean to imply 
that Anderson’s solution of the authorship of the diary was correct, for 
this is a much controverted question, but simply that he has shown that 
the diary was not genuine—it described interviews with Lincoln which 
could not have taken place at the time described. 


23. Charles Francis Adams, 1807-1886 (Boston, Houghton, Mifflin, 


1961), chap. 19, “The Secession Crisis and the Committee of Thirty- 
Three.” 
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alter the story, and it shows that Henry Adams was re- 
markably accurate. Two letters have turned up in the 
Lincoln papers, giving Lincoln’s statements in 1863 that 
he had offered to evacuate Fort Sumter in 1861 if the 
Virginia Convention would adjourn. But I had already 
concluded on the basis of testimony by C. S. Morehead and 
John Hay that Lincoln had made such an offer (below, 
pp. 352-58). We have some interesting new material on 
Republican opposition to compromise™ and some striking 
additional evidence that many Republicans did not believe 
that the secession threat was in earnest, and therefore that 
they did not really face the choice between disunion and 
war, and I would like to exhibit some of this material; but 
to do so would be merely to extend my original argument. 

Where diverging views have developed on the interpre- 
tation of the events of 1861, they have resulted no less 
from the discovery of new evidence than from the develop- 
ment of conflicting interpretations of evidence which had 
been known for some time and which I used in my ac- 
count. On the whole, I would still interpret this evidence 
today very largely as I did before, and I have therefore 
decided not to make revisions,” which would be rather 
limited if I did make therm, and which would only compel 
thorough scholars to use both editions in order to find how 
far I might have altered my original position. I admire the 
decision of David Riesman and Reuel Denney in their 
1958 revision of The Lonely Crowd “not . . . to take into 
account the criticism made of the origina] work, because we 
believed it would be more helpful to our readers to be loyal 
to our original errors than to try to conceal them.” 

At the same time, however, it would be dated indeed to 
reissue this book without giving some attention to the 

24. Robert Gray Gunderson, Old Gentlemen’s Convention: The Wash- 
ington Peace Conference of 1861 (Madison, University of Wisconsin 
Press, 1961). 

25. The present edition follows the second printing of the first edition, 
which differed from the first printing only in the fact that on page 276, 
footnote 69, I supplied a citation which I had not been able to locate at 
the time of the first printing, and altered the accompanying explanation. 
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bearing of the scholarship of the last two decades upon it. 
For inasmuch as my study dealt with the coming of the 
Civil War, it was almost by definition controversial, and 
it touched upon two questions which have been the focus 
of sharp and extensive dispute( One of these is the question 
whether the Civil War could have been and should have 
been avoided. This, of course, is a vast problem, and in its 
full extent reaches back to the earliest divergence between 
Northern and Southern societies. In its philosophical as- 
pects, it involves all the great questions of causation, of 
historical inevitability, and of determinism. Obviously my 
book, with its sharp focus on the events of a five-month 
interval, did not attempt to deal either with the broad 
background of sectional antagonism or with the nature of 
historical forces.|I was working on the immediate circum- 
stances which led to the outbreak of war at a particular 
time—April 1861—-and not on the underlying forces of 
antagonism which were back of these circumstances. If my 
narrative helps to explain anything, it helps to explain 
why war came when it did; it certainly does not explain at 
all why North and South were antagonistic to one another 
at this time; nor does it measure the depth of their an- 
tagonism. In a sense, therefore, there is hardly occasion 
for me to discuss whether a result was unavoidable from 
the operation of forces which I have not examined.”® 

But I did suggest very strongly in Chapter 4 that the 
Crittenden Resolutions represented a possible basis for 

26. This question arose at a session of the American Historical Associa- 
tion at St. Louis on December 29, 1956, at which Lee Benson and Thomas 
J. Pressly presented a paper on the topic, “Can Differences in Interpreta-~ 
tions of the Causes of the American Civil War Be Resolved Objectively ?” 
After analyzing writings on the Civil War by Charles W. Ramsdell, 
Arthur C. Cole, Louis M. Hacker, Allan Nevins, and myself, Benson and 
Pressly emphasized that the five authors had not arrived at the same 
answer. In my comment, I pointed out that the five authors had not been 
asking the same question. The other four were dealing with various 
aspects of the long-range antagonisms, while I had taken the antagonisms 


as given and had asked, “why does a given force (antagonism) take a 
given form (war) at a given time (April 1861)?” 
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compromise, and I presented evidence throughout that the 
Crittenden Plan commanded a great deal of support both 
in the North and in the South—so much, in fact, that if 
Lincoln had supported it, it might have been adopted. I 
still think the evidence is impressive, and I still believe that 
if Lincoln had supported the Compromise it might have 
been adopted. 

This, of course, means that I believed there was a possi- 
ble alternative to war in 1861. It does not mean that I 
regarded the crisis as an artificial one, or the sources of 
sectional antagonism as being in any sense superficial. It 
does not mean that I subscribed to the doctrine that con- 
flict was “needless” or “repressible,” for, as I asserted (be- 
low, p. 105), “the slavery issue was certain to arouse emo- 
tions which no compromise could pacify—therefore it was 
beyond compromise.” Yet to say that the fundamental 
source of friction was bound to cause deep antagonism is 
not, I think, the same as to say that this antagonism had 
inevitably to take the form of armed combat, and it is cer- 
tainly not the same as to say that it had to take the form 
of armed combat at an exact time—April 1861—no 
sooner, no later. 

The Crittenden Compromise had many of the same 
qualities and the same limitations as the Compromise of 
1850. The chief limitation was that it did not and could 
not settle the slavery question. But within this limitation, 
it was perhaps less heavily freighted with bones of poten- 
tial controversy than the Compromise of 1850. At least, it 
contained no Fugitive Slave Law, and it did not hold any 
such built-in ambiguities as later made the formula of 
popular sovereignty a source of chronic conflict. Perhaps 
it had almost as much popular backing at the beginning 
of 1860 as the Compromise of 1850 commanded at the 
beginning of the earlier year. Perhaps, also, it would have 
been a stopgap, or, as some would say, a “mere stopgap.” 
The Compromise of 1850 is now widely regarded as such a 
stopgap; yet there is some question whether it failed in its 


—_ 
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own provisions or whether it was undone by the repeal of 
the Missouri Compromise in 1854. 

I am very reluctant to dismiss Crittenden’s plan as a 
stopgap so long as we maintain a double standard on the 
subject of stopgaps. For our evaluation of them depends 
very much upon whose gaps are being stopped. Thus no 
modus vivendi with the Soviet Union can be much more 
than a stopgap today, given our basic disagreements with 
that country. But we would be prone to regard it as most 
praiseworthy to defer a showdown, even for as much as 
five years. Our attitude is not unrelated to the fact that 
this would assure us of five years of immunity from being 
killed by the Russians. It is quite true, no doubt, that if 
war had been averted in 1861, it wouid not have meant a 
settlement of the issues. It would only have meant an inde- 
terminate interval of immunity from being killed by the 
Rebs or the Yanks, as the case may be—immunity specif- 
ically for those who were killed between 1861 and 1865. 
Since all of these individuals would be dead by now even if 
the Rebs or the Yanks had not killed them, we can afford 


to be very bland about how right it was that the issue was 
met in 1861, and was not put off. All I suggest is that 


historians who believe so zealously in the virtue of facing 
up to issues in the past ought not to believe in the ex- 
pedients of peace in the present. If an interval of peace, 
without any fundamental solution of issues, is worth some- 


' thing today, it was worth something in 1861. In 1861, as 


today, it would be worth a great deal less than a real 
peace—a real settlement of the basic issues. 
Those who despise the advantages of a stopgap peace 


\will pomt out, of course, that the Civil War did settie the 


basic issues. It saved the Union, and it freed 4,000,000 
slaves. Certainly this is true, and it is important. But it 
can hardly be said that these immense values were gained 
at a bargain. For every six slaves who were freed, approxi- 
mately one soldier was killed ; for every ten white Southern- 
ers who were held in the Union, one Yank or one Reb died. 
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A person is entitled to wonder whether the Southerners 
could not have been held and the slaves could not have been 
freed at a smaller per-capita cost. Certainly few would 
have purchased these gains at the time if they had known 
the price, and the mere fact that it has already been paid 
is not a reason for historians to let it go without ques- 
tioning now. 

The so-called revisionists, who have been most explicit 
in~questioning the necessity for the war, have stressed 
certain themes: namely that the Republicans were quite 
prepared to guarantee the continued existence of slavery 
in all the slave states, and that the difference between what 
the Republicans proposed to do about slavery and what 
the Democrats proposed to do was not worth a war (this 
is, of course, very different from saying that slavery was 
not worth a war); that North and South had formed 
unreal, emotional stereotypes of one another, and that the 
opposing groups fought against these illusory stereotypes, 
rather than against one another; and that the war resulted 
from a breakdown of reason and would not have happened 
if reason had prevailed. In connection with these themes, 
they have been severely criticized for their mceral indif- 
ference concerning slavery; for their failure to perceive 
that overwrought emotions and exaggerated stereotypes 
are the reflex rather than the cause of deep antagonisms ; 
and for the fallacy that irrational forces are unreal forces. 
On all of these counts, it seems to me that revisionism is 
vulnerable, though it by no means follows that everyone 
associated with revisionism is open to these criticisms! For 
myself, to repeat, my study makes no attempt to analyze 
the long-range history of sectional antagonism, and I do 
not think that a compromise averting war in 1861 would 
have solved the basic issues or cleared up the basic problem 
any more than the Compromise of 1850 did. I certainly 
do not think the issues or the antagonisms were in any 
sense unreal, nor of anything less than major importance. 
If I believe there was an alternative course available in 
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1861, it is not because I am abstractly converted to the 
power of rationality but because the concrete evidence 
seems to me to show that a majority in the South did not 
want disunion and that a majority in the North did not 
want to press the question of slavery in the territories. I 
have discussed this evidence at length in my book, but here 
let me merely point out that in the election of 1860 the 
combined vote for Douglas and Bell in the slave states 
exceeded the vote for Breckinridge, and that the combined 
vote for Douglas, Bell, and Breckinridge in the states 
which stayed with the Union exceeded the vote for Lincoln. 
Over all, Lincoln received almost precisely the same pro- 
‘portion of the popular vote in 1860 that Herbert Hoover 
received in 1932 (89.9% and 39.6%). The evidence fur- 
ther seems to me to show that the Crittenden proposals 
commanded so much support in 1861 that if the President- 
elect had thrown his weight in the balance for them rather 
than against them, they would have been voted in Congress. 
If this had occurred, the fire-eating secessionists would still 
have resisted them bitterly, but again the evidence indi- 
cates that the fire-eaters almost failed to carry their pro- 
gram anyway, and if the Crittenden proposals had been 
thrown into the balance against them, they could hardly 
have gained the minimum support which they needed and 
which they only barely gained as it was. 'The Southern 
Unionists had beaten them in 1850 and might have done 
so again. 

‘This, of course, would not have solved the ultimate 
problem. It would have resulted only in temporary peace. 
But what peace is more than temporary? Peace is essen- 
tially finite and temporal, and can be gained only by 
installments—not in perpetuity. Our peace with the Soviet 
Union for some seventeen years now has never appeared 
more than temporary, and indeed future historians may 
say that it was not worth our while to preserve such a 
tenuous peace. If it has any merit, it is only the merit of 


PREFACE TO THE 1962 EDITION XXlll 


being better than war, and that is the merit which peace in 
1861 might have had. 

Along with the debate as to what policy ought to have 
been adopted in 1861, there is also a disagreement as to 
what policy actually was adopted, for there has been a 
spirited dispute concerning the real intent of the Lincoln 
administration. This brings me to the second controversial 
aspect of my study. My narrative emphasized the idea 
that Lincoln wanted peace and believed until the last 
moment that he might be able to preserve it. Many very 
able historians, like Bruce Catton, David Donald, and 
Allan Nevins, hold a similar view, but there are other 
scholars whose work must be taken very seriously who deny 
that Lincoln wanted peace or, if not that he wanted it, 
that he either expected it or thought it practicable to seek. 

When I wrote in 1942, the chief exponent of this view 
was the late Professor Charles W. Ramsdell. Ramsdell, a 
Texan and a man of Southern sympathies, took a fairly 
clear-cut position. Lincoln, he said, was in a dilemma from 
which he perceived that he could escape if the Southerners 
“could . . . be induced [his italics] to attack Sumter.” 
Therefore Lincoln deliberately “maneuvered the Con- 
federates into firing the first shot.”” He adopted a “strat- 
agem,” and when Sumter was fired upon he knew that his 
“strategy had been completely successful.” Ramsdell com- 
pared Lincoln’s handling of the Sumter situation to Bis- 
marck’s handling of the Ems telegram.” 


27. “Lincoln and Fort Sumter,” Journal of Southern History, 3 (1937), 
259-88. Ramsdell placed very heavy reliance upon one piece of evidence, 
an entry in the diary of Orville H. Browning (see below, p. 372). In view 
of the extent to which he leaned on this, it is interesting that Maurice G. 
Baxter, Orville H. Browning: Lincoln’s Friend and Critic (Bloomington, 
Indiana University Press, 1957), pp. 127-28, cites evidence that Browning 
was attributing to Lincoln a policy he had personally wished to see 
adopted, observes that “men sometimes put their own opinions in the 
minds of others,” and concludes that “one hesitates to accept unre- 
servedly Browning’s explanation of Lincoin’s action.” 
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Professor J. G. Randall challenged this argument, and 
my book here challenged it also. My argument against 
Ramsdell’s specific contentions is stated on pages 372-74. 
In a broader sense, a view contrary to his runs through the 
entire book, so I will not attempt to summarize it here. 

A few years after Ramsdell’s paper, Kenneth M. Stampp 
published another interpretation of Lincoln’s policy, which 
was formulated in his paper entitled “Lincoln and the 
Strategy of Defense in 1861” and in his book And the 
War Came, both mentioned above. Stampp’s argument 
was a subtle and balanced one, less easy to summarize than 
Ramsdell’s, but he seemed to say first that, without really 
wanting war, Lincoln expected war—he saw it was on the 
way, and he prepared not to be caught at a disadvantage 
by its coming; and second, that without actually inducing 
(Ramsdell’s word) the Confederates to start a war, Lin- 
coln took a position to which he foresaw the Confederates 
would react by starting a war. In Stampp’s opinion, Lin- 
coln was quite satisfied with the outcome. Both writers 
spoke of Lincoln’s action as a “maneuver,” and Stampp 
spoke distinctly of Lincoln’s “‘coercionist views,” and of 
his policy as one of “casting coercion in the mold of 
defense.” According to Stampp, Lincoln saw the possi- 
bilities in the situation where “the Union government could 
easily pretend to forego aggressive action and simulate a 
defensive pose.” 78 

It would be a neat question to determine wherein Rams- 
dell and Stampp agreed, and wherein they disagreed. 
Certainly Ramsdell laid emphasis upon the thought that 
Lincoln actually desired war, while Stampp stressed the 
thought that he accepted it as something that could not be 
averted and must be handled in an advantageous way. 
Also, Ramsdell pictured him as scheming to provoke the 
Confederates to attack, while Stampp portrays him rather 
as taking a position which he shrewdly foresaw that they 


28. And the War Came, p. 280; Journal of Southern History, 11 
(1945), 304, 307, 308. 
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would attack. But these differences sometimes blur at the 
edges, and to some extent both writers are saying the same 
things: Lincoln concluded that he could only save the 
Union by means of war; he perceived that it would be 
greatly to his advantage if the adversary did the first 
shooting ; he therefore worked out a policy at Fort Sumter 
which he clearly foresaw would result in an initiation of 
hostilities by the Confederates; his claims of a peaceful 
intent merely to provision the fort were disingenuous; and 
when war came, he was well satisfied with the result. 

The most substantial difference between Ramsdell and 
Stampp clearly turns not upon what they think Lincoln 
was doing but upon how they feel about what they think 
he was doing. Ramsdell, with his Southern sympathies, was 
shocked and disapproving. Stampp, on the contrary, with 
solidly Northern sympathies, says in effect that the War 
was worth what it cost, that it had to be, and that Lincoln 
is to be admired for putting his adversaries in the wrong 
and for facing up to the situation without shirking it.”° 

Professor Stampp is a most resourceful scholar, and so 
is Richard N. Current, who has to some extent associated 
himself with Stampp’s position.®® They make an impressive 
presentation. For instance, Stampp adduces a very strong 
argument that Lincoln must have known that war was 
likely to result from sending provisions to Sumter. He 
knew that the Confederates had fired on the Star of the 
West when it brought provisions; members of the cabinet 
told him plainly that the sending of provisions would 
result in war; and, as Current emphasizes, his special 
emissary to Charleston, Stephen A. Hurlbut, reported to 


29. “If that step [the Sumter expedition] precipitated hostilities, one 
cannot indict Lincoln for taking it unless one challenges the universal 
standards of ‘practical’ statesmanship and the whole concept of ‘national 
interest.’ This was a thing worth fighting for! If Lincoln was no pacifist, 
neither were his contemporaries, North and South. Southern leaders must 
share with him the responsibility for a resort to force. They too preferred 
war to submission.” And the War Came, p. 286. 

80. See above, notes 16 and 19. 
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him on March 17 that any attempt to send provisions 
would result in war. 

It is certainly true, as Stampp and Current contend, 
that Lincoln must have seen the likelihood of war, and that 
his thought must have reckoned with that contingency. 
I now believe that I should have recognized this fact more 
clearly and explicitly than I did, and if I were rewriting 
my account now, I would do so. But for reasons which I 
will indicate further on, it seems to me that, whatever other 
effects his recognition of the increasing likelihood of war 
may have had upon Lincoln, it did not cause him to deviate 
a single step from a course of action which can be precisely 
defined. This course was to avoid any menacing action or 
any action which might precipitate a clash, just as far as 
was possible consistently with maintaining the principle of 
Union. As I have argued at some length (below, pp. 323— 
29), Lincoln pointedly refrained from the exercise of all 
the customary forms of federal authority in the seceded 
states, any of which he would have been perfectly justified 
in asserting. 

Not all of Stampp’s and Current’s arguments seem to 
me as convincing as their demonstration that Lincoln must 
have realized the increasing likelihood of war. For instance, 
they have made very detailed computations to discredit 
Lincoln’s statement in his message to Congress in July 
1861 that he had decided upon sending the final expedition 
to Fort Sumter only after his attempt to reinforce Fort 
Pickens had failed. He stated that he had wanted to 
demonstrate, by the reinforcement of Pickens, “a clear 
indication of policy,” and that if he had been able to do 
this it would have “‘better enable[d] the country to accept 
the evacuation of Fort Sumter as a military necessity.” 3 
Stampp’s analysis emphasizes, quite correctly, that Lin- 
coln had certainly ordered the Sumter expedition prepared 
before he learned that the reinforcement of Pickens had 


31. Lincoln, Message to Congress, July 4, 1861, in Basler, ed., Works 
of Lincoln, 4, 424. 
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miscarried. It also emphasizes the even more important 
points that Lincoln had actually gone to the length of 
ordering the expedition to move, and of sending word to 
Major Anderson that it would move. But it is crucial that 
the evidence still indicates that Lincoln did not inform the 
Governor of South Carolina that the Sumter expedition 
would be sent until exactly the time when news reached 
Washington that the orders of March 11 for the rein- 
forcing of Pickens had not been carried out. This news left 
Pensacola on April 1 and arrived at Washington on April 
6, the same day on which Lincoln’s message to the Gov- 
ernor of South Carolina was sent.*? The labored nature 
of Stampp’s and Current’s arguments on this point makes 
it all the more striking that they have found the essential 
point unassailable: the one irrevocable step, the message 
to the Governor, was taken on the very day when news 
arrived of the failure to reinforce Pickens. The first ships 
of the Sumter expedition did not leave port until two days 
later. 

The assertions, therefore, that Lincoln’s later statement 
about this matter is “scarcely consistent with the known 
facts” and that “the President had dealt with Sumter and 
Pickens as separate problems” seem to me arbitrary and 
insufficiently proved.** Also it seems unsatisfactory to say 
that Lincoln did not need to wait for news of the reinforce- 
ment of Pickens, since he “had no reason to doubt that his 
order would be executed.” ** In fact, his order instructed 
Union troops to occupy a position which he knew that 
Confederate forces might try to prevent them from oc- 


32. For the date and circumstances of the arrival of the message from 
Fort Pickens see Official Records of the Union and Confederate Navies, 
Ist ser. 4 (1896), 110; Howard K. Beale, ed., Diary of Gideon Welles 
(3 vols. New York, Norton, 1960), 7, 29; and Nevins, The War for the 
Union: The Improvised War, p. 65, note 58. The first ships of the Sumter 
expedition sailed on April 8. In view of this fact, it seems quite untenable 
to argue that an irrevocable step had been taken as early as April 4. 

33. And the War Came, pp. 283, 284, 

34. Ibid., p. 283. 
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cupying, and he had very real reason to await the result 
with anxiety. And, of course, his order was not executed, 
though the Fort was later reinforced. 

Another case in point is the question of Lincoln’s offer 
to the Virginians to evacuate Fort Sumter if they would 
adjourn the Virginia Convention. Historians have fallen 
into an endless dispute over the insoluble question whether 
Lincoln made such an offer to John B. Baldwin. But this 
focus upon Baldwin is unfortunate, for the testimony of 
Governor Morehead of Kentucky and of John Hay, re- 
porting the statement of Lincoln himself, has long given 
evidence that Lincoln did propose to the Border State men 
terms on which he would abandon the Fort (see below, 
pp. 352-58). Since the opening of the Lincoln Papers, new 
evidence in the form of a letter from George Plumer Smith 
to John Hay on January 9, 1863, asking Hay to secure 
Lincoln’s confirmation of the fact that Lincoln had told 
him (Smith) of the offer to Baldwin, and a reply from 
Hay to Smith on January 10 giving this confirmation, 
tend to corroborate this further. Professor Stampp deals 
with this evidence by doubting that Lincoln “seriously 
expected the Virginians to accept the offer,” and Professor 
Current by saying that “these letters, it seems to me, by 
no means settle the controversy as to whether Lincoln 
actually made an offer to give up the fort.” * 

There is certainly a substantial amount of evidence, 
whether it is conclusive or not, both in general terms and 
in specific terms, that Lincoln thought, until very late in 
the crisis, if not until the end, that he could achieve both 
peace ‘and Union and would not have to choose between 
them. In this connection it is important to remember how 
consistently the Republicans had ridiculed all threats of 
secession, and how much they were the captives of their 
own mental set when secession came. In the light of this 
mental set, it is not really necessary to attribute such 
adroit hidden purposes as Stampp attributes to Lincoln 

35. Ibid., p. 275; The Lincoln Nobody Knows, p. 297. 
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in explaining his statement that “there is no crisis but an 
artificial one.” °° 

It is also important to remember that in some respects 
the secession movement, as of March 1861, had failed and 
that Seward, at least, regarded it as a failure. Eight slave 
states were still in the Union; only seven had seceded. The 
secessionists had been beaten in Virginia, North Carolina, 
Tennessee, Arkansas, and Missouri, and the efforts to 
create a united South had divided the South as never 
before. 

Another point which it is essential to keep in view if 
Lincoln’s thinking is to be understood is that the President- 
elect made all his calculations, until March 5, on the 
‘assumption that Major Anderson’s position at Fort Sum- 
ter was secure and that the existing status could continue 
for some time without any positive action on the part of 
the new administration. Not until March 5 did Secretary 
Holt and General Scott confront him with the news that 
a decision would have to be made at once either to abandon 
Fort Sumter or to take positive action for the support 
of the Fort. 

Without being repetitious about evidence which is dis- 
cussed more fully in the main bedy of this work, I would 
argue also that there are several items of evidence which 
indicate that Lincoln did quite seriously consider the evac- 
~uation of Fort Sumter. For instance: the fact that he made 
overtures to the Virginians about this possibility ; the fact 
that Seward expected evacuation with enough confidence 
to make promises to the Confederates, based upon the 
expectation; the fact that Trumbull feared evacuation 
enough to introduce monitory resolutions in the Senate 
reminding the new head of the Republican party of his 
duty “to hold and protect the public property.” Could 
these things have happened if the idea of evacuation had 
not seemed very much a reality? 

The dispute concerning evidence, however, could go on 


86. Journal of Southern History, 11 (1945), 310. 
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endlessly for two reasons. First, because there were large 
factors working toward war and large factors working for 
peace, and both left a substantial residue of evidence. Thus 
one can marshal extensive material to show the magnitude 
of the demands upon Lincoln to hold Sumter or the extent 
of the pressure upon him to evacuate the Fort. Applying 
this ambivalence to Lincoln’s own situation, one can legiti- 
mately stress his seeming expectation in March that he 
would abandon Sumter, or one can with equal validity 
emphasize the deep reluctance with which he arrived at 
this expectation. The historian can show that many of 
Lincoln’s contemporaries regarded the first inaugural 
address as a threat of coercion, or he can show that many 
others thought it was too mild and was a promise of peace. 
That this disagreement continues is evident from the fact 
that, in our own time, Stampp sees it primarily as a state- 
ment “in which he [Lincoln] took such enormous pains 
to absolve himself from the charge of aggression,” while 
Allan Nevins sees it as “fone long plea for patience, fore- 
bearance, and the avoidance of rash action,” and Roy F. 
Nichols calls it “a stirring plea to avoid hostilities.” *7 
A second reason that the review of evidence can never be 
conclusive is that the dispute turns not only upon what 
Lincoln did but upon what he thought. In other words, 
it is a question of motive as well as of action. Motive lies 
to a considerable extent beyond historical proof, partly 
because historical judgments must depend upon acts, and 
the same act may be performed with diverse motives by 
different persons. Thus a man may perform an act which 
is honest in its effect because he is an honest man on prin- 
ciple, or because he wants whatever policy will prove most 
advantageous to him and he believes that honesty is the 
best policy. This example is not far from the point at issue 
here, for essentially I am arguing that Lincoln followed a 


37. And the War Came, p. 203; Nevins, The War for the Union: The 
Improvised War, p. 58; Nichols, The Stakes of Power, 1845-1877 (New 
York, Hill and Wang, 1961), p. 94. 
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peaceable-seeming course because he was a peaceable man 
who wanted peace and thought he could attain it. Stampp 
and Current are essentially arguing that he wanted an 
effective policy, knew that a peaceable-seeming policy 
would be most effective, and therefore took care to make 
his policy appear peaceable, though there was a covert 
element of coercion and of aggressiveness in it. They 
contend that he did not really mind fighting a war to 
protect the national interest. 

If motive cannot be accurately determined, there will 
always be room both for the beliefs that Lincoln’s purposes 
were peaceable or, alternatively, that the peaceable ap- 
pearance of his position cloaked a purpose far from pacific. 
But if the question of motive must, by its very nature, be 
forever open to doubt, it becomes doubly important to turn 
back te the question of actions. At this level, the historian 
faces a different problem: given Lincoln’s determination 
to save the Union, and given his belief that the loss of Fort 
Sumter, without being sure of Fort Pickens, would make it 
impessible te save the Union, could he have followed any 
more peaceable course than he did? Was there any possible 
means of holding Sumter that would have been less pro- 
vocative than informing the Confederates that “an attempt 
will be made to supply Fort Sumter with provisions only 
and that if such attempt be not resisted, no effort to throw 
in men, arms, or ammunition will be made, without further 
notice or [except] in case of an attack upon the Fort.” *8 
The existence of such an alternative and the demonstration 
that Lincoln rejected it is essential to any argument that 
Lincoln was not following the most peaceable course avail- 
able to him. 

Unless the historians who charge Lincoln with coercive 
or covertly aggressive policies can name a less provocative 
course that he might have followed, they are in the curious 
position of arguing that a man may pursue a course which 


28. Orders of Lincoln to Robert S. Chew, April 6, 1861, in Basler, ed., 
Works of Lincoln, 4, 323. 
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offers the maximum possibility of peace and may at the 
same time be open to the accusation of scheming to bring 
about war. 

If the very nature of human motivation is such that no 
one can ever say categorically whether Lincoln’s purposes 
were peaceable, perhaps it is mere nearly possible to say 
categorically whether his course of action was peaceable. 
Here the crucial fact is that no one who attributes to him 
a purpose to see that the war got started in a way that 
would be advantageous to him has yet said what else he 
could have done that would have been more peaceable than 
what he did, given his purpose not to abandon the principle 
of Union. 

No doubt he must have recognized that war might 
ensue; no doubt he must have seen that if it did ensue, it 
would come in a way disadvantageous to the Confederacy ; 
no doubt he was glad this was true. But when we say this, 
we are back in the realm of motive again. If we confine 
ourselves to scrutinizing his overt course, the question 
persists: what could he have done that would have been 
more_peaceable? Two outstanding scholars have defined 
this point well. J. G. Randall stated it with superb preci- 
sion when he wrote: ‘To say that Lincoln meant that the 
first shot would be fired by the other side, ¢f a first shot was 
fired [Randall’s italics], is by no means the equivalent of 
saying that he deliberately maneuvered to have the shot 
fired. This distinction is fundamental.” Allan Nevins 
stated it with wonderful force when he said: “ ‘In your 
hands, not mine,’ he [Lincoln] had told Southerners, ‘lies 
the issue of peace or war.’ The shells that burst over a 
Federal fort awaiting a victualizing expedition which had 
orders not to fire unless it was fired upon, gave the answer 
to that statement.” °° 


39. For the Randall quotation see below, p. 374, note 89; Nevins, The 
War for the Union: The Improvised War, p. 74. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE SHOPWORN THREAT OF SECESSION 


1D ORING the summer of 1851, in the upcountry of 


South Carolina, the obscure editor of a weekly 

journal wrote a brief history of the beginning of 
the American Civil War. In a statement designed to fix 
the blame even as it predicted the event, he declared: “We 
will secede. . . . The first assault will be made upon us 
by the Federal Government by the act of retaining the 
Forts about Charleston. This will be war.’’! This singular 
prediction went the way of all rural editorials, and for 
almost a decade the forts around Charleston were 
neglected, save for the perfunctory attentions of a drowsy 
War Department. 

But if the warning as to the forts perished, the warning 
as to secession did not. Minority groups had already used 
the threat of secession, and as time passed it was to become 
more and more familiar to a public whose chief diversion 
was politics. A series of the most able writers—John Tay- 
lor of Caroline, Spencer Roane, John C. Calhoun, Abel P. 
Upshur, St. George Tucker*—elaborated the doctrines of 
state sovereignty in such a form as to make them readily 
available for political use; and when passions began to run 
high after the war with Mexico, the threat of secession 
became a standard minority weapon. If it was not used 
in presidential elections, this was only because parties 
contrived to straddle the sectional issue and to present 
tickets which were not wholly obnoxious to either North or 
South. 

In 1856, however, sectionalism approached its climax; 

1. Camden [S. C.] Southern Republic, July 5, 1851, C. A. Price, editor. 
From photostat in possession of the late Ulrich B. Phillips. 


2. Jesse T. Carpenter, The South as a Conscious Minority, 1789-1861 
(New York, 1930), pp. 200-213. 
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for the first time in history, the free states gave a plurality 
of their popular votes for a candidate who carried scarcely 
one-tenth of one per cent of the votes in the slave states. In 
the campaign preceding this result, Republicans assailed 
slavery as a “relic of barbarism” and pledged themselves 
to exclude it from ail Federal territories. In response to 
this, Southern Democrats did not hesitate to advance their 
minority weapon: domination by one section would be met 
by the secession of the other. On this point, they showed 
surprising unanimity. Robert Toombs wrote, “The elec- 
tion of Frémont would be the end of the Union, and ought 
to be.’ John Slidell, James M. Mason, Henry A. Wise, 
Andrew P. Butler, and many others were equally un- 
equivocal.* It is true that Sam Houston and John Bell 
repudiated these threats, as did the New Orleans Picayune 
and Daily Bee,® but still the New York Times was able to 
say, “The Southern press, of every political shade of 
opinion, with hardly an exception, threatens disunion in 
the event of defeat in the present contest for the presi- 
dency.’ 

Whether these threats were sincere or not, they were 
found to have excellent persuasive powers. In the North, 
in fact, the chief Democratic argument was that the 
maintenance of the Union depended upon Buchanan’s 
election.” This reasoning rallied to his cause Rufus Choate® 

3, Letter of Toombs, July 8, 1856, in New York Tribune, Aug. 13, 
1856, quoted in James Ford Rhodes, History of the United States from 
the Compromise of 1850 to the Final Restoration of Home Rule at the 
South in 1877 (New York, 1914), II, 204-205. 

4. Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., II, 204-206, has an excellent discussion, with 
full citations. In addition see Loring Moody, The Destruction of Re- 
publicanism ihe Object of the Rebellion (Boston, 1863), p. 11; Virginia 
Mason, The Public Life and Diplomatic Correspondence of James M. 
Mason (Roanoke, 1903), pp. 117-118; Barton H. Wise, Life of Henry 
A, Wise of Virginia, 1806-76 (New York, 1899), pp. 209-210. 

5. Rhodes, Hist. of U. 8S., II, 205. 

6. New York Times, Aug. 29, 1856, quoted by Rhodes, Hist. of U. S. 
TI, 205, 

7. Buchanan to Nahum Capen, Aug. 27, 1856, in John Bassett Moore, 
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and many other Whigs, including a son of Henry Clay.® 
These accessions to the Democratic ranks were of vital 
importance in such hotly contested states as Pennsylvania. 
When the final returns of November 4 carried Buchanan 
safely to victory, it must have occurred to even the most 
abstract of secessionists that the doctrine was far more 
than a constitutional theory; it was an effective vote- 
winning formula when used on the stump. 

Whether or not Southerners distinguished between the 
threat of secession as a campaign device and the actual 
use of secession as a minority safeguard, they invoked it 
again in 1860, perhaps more freely than ever before. Long 
use had by now made the doctrine orthodox throughout 
the South; constant reiteration had enabled every poli- 
tician to master the theory of secession; and continued 
practice at sectional debate had made Southern advocates 
“quick on the draw” with this weapon. Furthermore, John 
Brown’s raid in the autumn of 1859, and the turbulent 
sessions of an unorganized House of Representatives in 
the following winter, had kept the disunion issue at white 
heat. Thus when Lincoln was nominated the secession cry 
did not have to be revived—it was merely transferred ; and 
the strategy which had halted John Sherman’s attempt to 
become Speaker was now applied to prevent Lincoln from 
capturing the presidency. 

Secession threats had been made freely in 1856, and 
although the individual utterances of 1860 were scarcely 
more numerous, they seemed “more grave and sincere.” 
Also, they were issued much earlier, before the campaign- 
ing actually began, and thus they took on the status of 
solemn notices, given deliberately, rather than mere cam- 
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paign ruses, resorted to in the heat of partisan combat. 
Jefferson Davis, a full ten months before the nomination 
of Lincoln, made his declaration: “For myself, I say, as 
I said on a former occasion, in the contingency of the 
election of a President on the platform of Mr. Seward’s 
Rochester Speech,’ let the Union be dissolved.” Robert 
Toombs, in much more impassioned language, cried: 
‘“Freemen of Georgia, redeem your pledge. ... Your 
. . 8 “ . . y . 8 
honor is involved; your faith is plighted. I know you feel 
a stain as a wound; your peace, your social system, your 
firesides are involved. Never permit this Federal Govern- 
ment to pass into the traitorous hands of the Black Repub- 
lican party.”!° In addition to these leaders, many lesser 
lights took up the cry. Clingman from North Carolina, 
Hammond and Orr from South Carolina, Iverson, as well 
as ‘Toombs, from Georgia, Moore and Curry of Alabama, 
Reuben Davis and Governor McRae of Mississippi, and, 
by plain implication, Slidell of Louisiana, were agreed in 
considering Republican victory a proper cause for seces- 
sion.!* The list might be lengthened indefinitely. Parson 
Brownlow enumerated twenty-six eminent secessionists ;’° 
Henry Wilson counted almost as many more.*® According 
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to Dumond, “Every governor but one and virtually every 
senator and representative in Congress from the seven 

states of the lower South was on record as favoring seces- 
sion in the event of Republican victory." 

Such unanimity among the politicians was also reflected 
in the press. The organs of the ultra party, and especially 
the Charleston Mercury, damned the Union unsparingly 
throughout the campaign. The Richmond Enquirer de- 
clared that there was no odium in the charge of disunion, 
if it were made conditional upon the triumph of Republi- 
can principles. And the more conservative sheets, while 
deploring the secession threat, were quick to admit its 
potency. The Nashville Patriot was “clear in the convic- 
tion that it [Lincoln’s election] will lead to a direct 
attempt to dissolve the government,” and that “war to 
the knife” would ensue; the Louisville Jowrnal likewise 
foresaw “a settled and widely-extended purpose to break 
up the Union if a Republican shall be elected to the 
Presidency.”’ Even when there were no specific warnings, 
the idea was implicit. Every journal used the same basic 
argument—namely, that the voters should concentrate on 
the editor’s candidate (be he Bell, Douglas, or Breckin- 
ridge) because that candidate alone could offer effective 
opposition to Lincoln, whose defeat was essential to the 
safety of the Union. This point was sometimes not empha- 
sized, but always it was implicit as a basic part of the 
argument. This tendency to assume it as a premise, rather 
than to defend it as a conclusion, was a more serious 
evidence of danger than any amount of rant and gesticu- 
lation.*® 
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In addition to these warnings from the politicians and 
the press, there were other and more conclusive proofs 
that feeling was much deeper than it had been in *56. One 
of these evidences was the general diffusion of the disunion 
feeling through the Bell, Douglas and Breckinridge 
parties in 1860, as compared with its concentration in the 
Democratic camp four years earlier, when the Fillmore 
party had been whole-hearted in its Unionism. The Doug- 
las and Bell groups both wished to appear to the nation 
as thoroughly loyalist, and accordingly they sought to 
conceal the mental reservations of their Southern adher- 
ents. Thus Miles Taylor, manager for Douglas in the 
South, ventured to use the slogan, “Thank God no dis- 
unionist sustains Stephen A. Douglas.” For a time this 
boast held good, although some of the converts to Union- 
ism were suspiciously fresh from the ranks of secession; 
but at last the Atlanta Confederacy, a Douglas paper, 
spoiled the whole pretense by declaiming its intent to pave 
Pennsylvania Avenue ten fathoms deep with mangled 
bodies rather than submit to the inauguration of Lincoln. 
The Bell element was not embarrassed by any defection 
as spectacular as this one, but its adherents also expressed 
a distinct unwillingness to sit down with the Republicans 
at the head of the table. Benjamin H. Hill, the leading 
Constitutional Unionist of Georgia, thought that if 
Lincoln were elected, “the fact will turn out to be... 
that this Government and Black Republicanism cannot 
live together,” and the New Orleans Crescent was very 
explicit in pointing out that its Unionism did not bind it 
“to . . . submit patiently to every indignity that may 
be offered.’ In short, all parties at the South were agreed 
in either threatening to leave or reserving the right to 
leave a government administered by Republicans. 

Far more ominous than speeches and editorials, how- 
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ever, was the action of Southern state legislatures. There 
had been nothing comparable to this in 1856. At that time 
no effort had been made to devise a program of Southern 
action except by hot-headed Governor Wise of Virginia, 
who failed miserably in an attempt to secure an informal 
conference of state governors.”” The change in temper by 
1860 was indicated by the fact that three of the Southern 
states took formal legislative measures preparatory to 
action in the event of a Republican victory. The first of 
these states, characteristically, was South Carolina. When 
her legislature met in 1859, Governor Gist, in his message, 
warned that “The election of a black Republican Presi- 
dent will settle the question of our safety in the Union; 
and although the forms of the Constitution may be com- 
plied with, its vital principle will be extinguished, and 
the South must consent to occupy an inferior and de- 
grading position, or seek new safeguards for her future 
security.”*’ In response to this message the legislature 
passed resolutions which made John Brown’s raid their 
chief cause of complaint, but which were certainly in- 
tended to provide for action in the event of a Republican 
triumph. By these resolutions, Carolina announced her 
“deliberate judgment . . . that the slave-holding States 
should immediately meet together to concert measures for 
united action,” and urged these states to appoint delegates 
for such a meeting.” 

Mississippi was the only state which joined in the con- 
ference movement. Her legislature seized upon the South 
Carolina proposal, and by formal resolutions declared the 
coming election to be the crucial issue. These resolutions 
of February 10, 1860, asserted that: “the election of a 
President of the United States by the votes of one section 
of the Union only, on the ground that there exists an 
irreconcilable conflict between the two sections . . . and 

20. Wise, Wise, pp. 209-210. 
21. Henry D. Capers, The Life and Times of C. G. Memminger (Rich- 
mond, 1893), p. 241. 
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with an avowed purpose of hostility to the institution of 
slavery . . . would so threaten a destruction of the ends 
for which the Constitution was formed, as to justify the 
slaveholding states in taking counsel together for their 
separate protection and safety; in order to be prepared 
for such a contingency, Mississippi accepts the invitation 
of South Carolina . . . to meet in convention, and pro- 
poses the first Monday in June, next, and Atlanta, Geor- 
gia, as a suitable time and place to meet and counsel 
together and recommend the action they should take in 
such an event.””* 

The legislature proceeded to name delegates, but the 
Atlanta Convention never materialized. This failure was 
partly, but only partly, due to Unionist opposition. An 
equally important factor was the hostility of a certain 
class of secessionists who were sick of all co-operative 
enterprises. Thus, in Alabama, the plan was rejected not 
because of any fear of drastic action, but because of an 
apprehension that the whole thing would end in talk. 
Alabama meant to act independently of her neighbors, 
and to that end she also passed resolutions, even more 
portentous than those of Carolina and Mississippi. There 
was a grimness in Alabama’s almost unanimous resolve, 
“that upon . . . the election of a President advocating 
the principles and action of the party in the Northern 
States, calling itself the Republican party—it shall be 
the duty of the Governor, and he is hereby required, forth- 
with, to issue his proclamation calling . . . a convention 
of the State to consider, determine, and do whatever in 

the opinion of said convention the rights, interests, and 
honor of the State of Alabama require to be done for their 
protection.””* 

Such were the warnings which issued from the South 

23. Laws of the State of Mississippi passed at a Regular Session of 
the Mississippi Legislature held in the City of Jackson, November, 1859 
(Jackson, 1860), p. 566. 
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early in 1860. The public men were of record; the press 
was incessant in its warnings; every party contained a 
vigorous element opposed to “submission”; and in three 
states the legislatures had indicated most unmistakably 
that they would regard Republican victory as a cause for 
the most drastic action. One might suppose that these 
signs and portents would have impressed even the most 
partisan Republicans. 

But the realistic man, sometimes imagined by the his- 
torian, is quite as fictitious as his cousin, the economic 
man of the Benthamites. And though the Republicans 
were faced with this mass of evidence of impending 
catastrophe, they were able to ignore the whole thing. The 
constantly reiterated threats of secession, like the ticking 
of a familiar clock, had, to all intents and purposes, 
ceased to be audible to them. They had heard it too often; 
they had become agitated too many times; and now, at 
last, their capacity for alarm was exhausted. Time and 
again, as it seemed to them, they had seen the South stand 
on the brink of disunion. Once, South Carolina had actu- 
ally seemed to plunge over the edge; but always the 
danger had been avoided; and now, at last, blasé Republi- 
cans could witness the most convincing display of secession 
purpose without turning a hair. In short, the law of 
diminishing returns had set in on threats of secession. 

As a matter of campaign technique, the Republicans 
avoided arguing the disunion issue and treated all threats 
with ridicule and contempt. The keynote of this policy 
was expressed in Henry Wilson’s supremely scornful 
remark that the South could not be kicked out of the 
Union.” On this theme, stump speakers and pamphleteers 
played every possible variation. 

When the canvass of 1860 began, Republican cam- 
paigners were adept at this trick of laughing the secession 
threat out of court, for they had already used it to very 
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good effect in the previous campaign. Thus one speaker 
for Frémont, dramatizing his argument, put this speech 
into the mouth of Southern Democrats: ‘Oh, blood and 
thunder, don’t you know we are al! cooperative disunion- 
ists? Don’t you know we are all colonels? If you do [elect 
Frémont] . . . a whole battalion of colonels will come up 
to Washington and seize the Federal archives, and seize 
the Federal Treasury—particularly the Treasury.”** In 
a similar vein were the descriptions of secession as a 
“bhugbear cry,” a “potent brag,’’’ and the assertion of 
Hamilton Fish that the “jaiis and lunatic asylums are of 
sufficient capacity to accommodate” all disunionists.”* 
Especially important for the future were similar opinions 
of two law partners of Springfield, Illinois. The younger 
of the pair, William H. Herndon, thought, with specific 
reference to the Charleston Mercury, that “some of the 
wind needs to be taken cut of the bloat.”*? And the senior 
partner, Abraham Lincoln, said bluntly, “All this talk 
about dissolution of the Union is humbug, nothing but 
folly. We do not want to dissolve the Union; you shall 
not.°??° 

Although this attitude did not serve to save Frémont 
from defeat, it was used again, with increased emphasis, 
in the contest of 1860, and the Republican press began 
making light of fears of secession months before the cam- 
paign opened.*! To James Russell Lowell, the threat of 
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dissolution was an “old Mumbo-Jumbo” ;** to Greeley, it 
was “as audacious a humbug as Mormonism, as preposter- 
ous a delusion as Millerism” ;*° even to the realistic Thur- 
low Weed, it was “ta game for the Presidency. . . . nothing 
but a game. That it will be played desperately we admit, 
because southern sportsmen play desperately.” In the heat 
of the contest, the idea of disunion was scorned in even 
more violent language. The T'ribune declared that, “The 
south could no more unite upon a scheme of secession than 
a company of lunatics could conspire to break out of 
bedlam.’’*# 

The argument of the press was repeated from the stump 
throughout the free states. As Fite says, “Secession was 
seldom made an issue ... by the Republicans; they 
ridiculed the Southern braggadocio, joked about it, but 
almost never took it up in earnest debate. . . . Up to the 
election, a serious Republican argument against disrup- 
tion can scarcely be found.’’*° Seward’s speech at Saint 
Paul was characteristic of the approach: “the slave power 
. . . rails now with a feeble voice, instead of thundering 
as it did for twenty or thirty years past. With a feeble 
and muttering voice they cry out that they will tear 
the Union to pieces. . . . Who’s afraid? [Hundreds of 
voices responded, ‘Nobody.’] Nobody’s afraid. Nobody 
can be bought.”*° Other leaders of the party took exactly 
the same position. “Long John” Wentworth of Chicago 
was sure that secession talk was just “the old game of 
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scaring and bullying the North into submission,”*’ and 
Salmon P. Chase expressed confidence that Republican 
victory would restore the old days of concord and good 
will between North and South.®* The subject lent itself 
readily to humorous treatment, as that rising young 
Republican, Carl Schurz, showed in a speech described by 
the Kentucky Yeoman: “There had been two overt 
attempts [at secession] already, [he said]—one, the 
secession of the Southern students from the medical 
school at Philadelphia, which he ridiculed abundantly ; the 
second, upon the election of Speaker Pennington, when 
the South seceded from Congress, went out, took a drink, 
and then came back. The third attempt would be, he 
prophesied, when old Abe would be elected. They would 
then again secede and this time would take two drinks but 
come back again.’”** This bantering style was no doubt 
very effective, and Schurz should have stuck to it, fer his 
efforts at serious treatment were not so happy. At Saint 
Louis, for instance, he used a particularly unfortunate 
figure: “By dissolving the Union! This specter has so long 
haunted the imagination of superstitious people, that it is 
time at last to anatomize the bloodless body.’’*° Schurz, of 
course, was wrong. It was not yet time, nor was it for 
Schurz to perform the task; and when Livermore at last 
anatomized the body in his Numbers and Losses in the 
Civil War, it was shown to be by no means bloodless. 

To one looking back at these events, across the years, 
with Gettysburg and Shiloh lying between, it is scarcely 
credible that the Republicans should have been so oblivious 
to the impending tragedy. Inasmuch as they had been 
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first to foresee an “Irrepressible Conflict,” it seems im- 
plausible that they should have been last to recognize that 
the conflict was on the eve of materializing. Because they 
ought to have sensed it, and because it is evident now, one 
tends to assume that they did sense it, that it was evident 
then. This, of course, is the fallacy of reading history 
backward. In the specific case of the Republicans of 1860, 
this fallacy leads one to believe that they must have known 
that the crisis was at hand, even if they would not admit 
their knowledge publicly. In other words, it is easier to 
believe that their public statements were insincere than 
that their private perceptions were completely wrong. 
Accordingly, one writer, who has found it impossible to 
credit such utter blindness to coming events, suggests that 
Republican ridicule of secession ‘‘doubtless proceeded 
from a deliberate purpose” to avoid an issue which would 
tend “to frighten their own supporters, many of whom 
would consider long before casting a ballot for Lincoln if 
persuaded that that ballot would hasten secession and 
civil war.””** 

This observation, if substantiated as a fact, would con- 
stitute a major indictment of the Republican party, and 
would bear directly upon the question of responsibility 
for the Civil War. For, if it were correct to say that all 
the ridicule of secession was mere dissembling to prevent 
timid voters from taking fright, then it would also be 
correct to argue that the Republicans deliberately led a 
confiding electorate, without warning, to the brink of war. 
Carried to a logical end, this would be tantamount to say- 
ing that the Republicans valued a partisan triumph above 
national peace. 

Although fallacious, such a view seems highly plausible 
—eyen inescapable—if one assumes that the trend of 
events seemed as clear to the men of 1860 as it did later to 
historians. It is now clear that the only reliable indices of 
the future were the warnings of secession which came from 
Southern politicians, editors, and legislators, with scarcely 
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a distinction of party. The events following secession 
demonstrated the validity of these indices; but contem- 
poraries did not have the light of secession. All they had 
was a long, long experience of Southern threats which had 
never led to action. For thirty years the Republic had 
flourished and expanded under constant threats of dis- 
solution. Crisis after crisis had been safely passed, and on 
one occasion South Carolina had submitted to Federal 
authority after setting it at defiance in the most formal 
and solemn manner. Disunion had for so long kept the bad 
company of sheer rhetoric that it was looked upon as a 
mere stage property of the spellbinder. When it was, at 
last, introduced into the quadrennial election carnival, its 
dignity and its potency sank lower still. Thus in 1856, 
Buchanan wrote: “We have so often cried ‘wolf,’ that now 
when the wolf is at the door, it is difficult to make the peo- 
ple believe it.”** And Schuyler Colfax, in 1859, informed 
his mother of the further operation of the law of diminish- 
ing returns: “We [in the House of Representatives] are 
still just where we started six months ago, except that our 
Southern friends have dissolved the Union forty or fifty 
times since then.’’* 

The credit of Northern Democrats and Old Whigs** was 
not sufficient to redeem this depreciated currency of dis- 
solution. Fillmore might declare, in °56, that “if this 
sectional [Republican] party succeeds, it leads inevitably 
to the destruction of this beautiful fabric reared by our 
forefathers” ;*° Buchanan might endorse this statement 
verbatim.*® And when the election of 1860 came, Douglas 
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might declare, “I’m no alarmist, but I believe that this 
country is in more danger now than at any other moment 
since I have known anything of public life.”*7 But to no 
avail. The Republicans had heard it too often. Too often 
had they witnessed a scene in which Southerners threat- 
ened disunion, while their Northern partisans explained to 
the onlookers that a victory for their party would prevent 
any rupture. This little act always ended with Southern 
disunionists and Northern Union-savers walking off arm 
in arm, dividing the spoils. It had all the earmarks of a 
political confidence game, and it is not strange that the 
Republicans should have felt a growing skepticism of the 
whole performance. 

This skepticism must have been enormously increased 
by the corresponding skepticism of certain Unionist ele- 
ments in the South. If the whole thing looked suspicious 
in itself, it must have seemed much more so when the very 
neighbors of the fire-eaters sometimes laughed at them. 
What New Englander could have accepted, at face value, 
the secession threats of 1860, after reading the following 
editorial words from the heart of the Cotton Belt after 
Buchanan carried the election of ’56? ‘‘As their candidate 
is elected, we suppose that the disunion party will now 
doff the lion skin for a time, and be content to plod along 
like a quiet beast of burden. . . . We shall not probably 
hear their discordant bray again until there arises a pos- 
sibility that they may be deprived of their fodder from 
the public crib.”** This cynical comment may never have 
reached Northern eyes, but in that period, when news- 
papers copied each other freely, similar expressions must 
certainly have received notice in the North. 

But even if they did not, there were other evidences of 
a lack of unanimity south of the Potomac. For instance, 
when South Carolina, Alabama, and Mississippi had made 
their attempt, in the winter of *59-’60, to arrange the 
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preliminaries of secession, twelve other slave states had 
conspicuously failed to co-operate.*® Moreover, the politi- 
cal parties in the South tended to counteract their own 
warnings of an impending dissolution by the ardor with 
which each one of them repelled the charge that it, 
individually, was tainted with disunionism per se. The 
party of Bell was satisfied to have, as its whole platform, 
“The Constitution and the Union’; the party of Douglas 
professed to rejoice that no disunionist supported its 
ticket ;>° and even John C. Breckinridge, the candidate of 
such fire-eaters as Yancey, declared, ““The man does not 
live who has power to couple my name successfully with 
the slightest taint of disloyalty to the constitution and 
the Union.’®+ At least one Northern journal was much 
reassured by these professions, and without distinguish- 
ing between secession as a remedy for grievances, real or 
fancied, and secession per se, concluded that there was no 
great danger so long as all parties avowed “the most 
peaceful and friendly disposition.’ 

In short, the Republicans remained incredulous of all 
threats of disunion. They based their skepticism primarily 
upon a belief that secession was a mere rhetorical weapon, 
devised to frighten the electorate, but not for a moment 
seriously intended to be used, except by the most ultra of 
the fire-eaters. Furthermore, even if they conceded this 
point and admitted the sincerity of the more outspoken 
secessionists, they still felt confident that the latent mass 
of the Southern people were devoted to the Federal govern- 
ment, and that any overt attempt at secession would arouse 
this large and heretofore inarticulate majority to violent 
opposition, thus destroying secession by local action, and 


49. Above, pp. 7-8. Unfortunately there seems to be no account of 
the circumstances connected with the lack of success, in these states, of 
the Southern convention plan, as proposed by South Carclina. 

50. Above, p. 6. 

51. Speech at Lexington, Sep. [?], 1860, in New York Herald, Sep. 6, 
1860, quoted in Fite, Campaign of 1860, p. 175. 

52. New York Weekly Journal of Commerce, Sep. 20, 1860, quoted 
in Lowery, Northern Opinion of Approaching Secession, p. 249. 
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incidentally freeing the Republican party of a very tire- 
some incubus. 

The surest proof of this Republican incredulity lies in 
the fact that it was expressed not only in speeches and 
pamphlets and editorials, which are seldom completely 
forthright, but also in the private letters with which 
Republican leaders unburdened themselves of inner 
thoughts, and took counsel of one another unreservedly. 
These communications show a complete unconcern with 
what was to be the first and greatest Republican problem. 
This heedlessness was expressed not so much by belittling 
secession, as by ignoring it altogether. For instance, in a 
group of more than thirty letters received late in the 
campaign by Salmon P. Chase from Republican politi- 
cians throughout the Nerth, there was not a single expres- 
sion of solicitude for the future.** Similarly, letters of 
Seward and Chase, Grimes, David Davis, Weed, and 
Fessenden indicate no fears. Precisely because of this easy 
unconcern it is hard to find explicit statements belittling 
the dissolution threat; but later comments by Chase and 
Seward show expressly that they were not apprehensive 
of trouble.** The attitude of Carl Schurz is typical. He 
ranged over the entire North in a strenuous speaking 
tour, deriding the threat of secession, and then, three days 
after the election, he discovered, with obvious astonish- 
ment, that “The South appears actually to want to kick 
over the traces...’ Schurz was considered one of 
the chief intellectual ornaments of his party; and it is 
notable that he did not perceive this major implication of 
the campaign until three days after it was over. But, even 
so, he showed as much insight as another observer, an 
eminent realist, in the heart of the South: William T. 
Sherman wrote, “Of course no one can guess what the 


53. Papers of Salmon P. Chase, Aug. 1-Nov. 7, 1860, in Library of 
Congress. 54. See below, pp. 237, 240-245. 

55. Joseph Schafer, editor, Intimate Letters of Carl Schurz, 1841-69, 
p. 232, in State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Publications, Collections, 
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wild unbridled passions of men may do, but I don’t believe 
that the present excitement in politics is anything more 
than the signs of the passage of power from southern 
politicians to northern and western politicians.””’*® And out 
in Springfield, one of America’s shrewdest politicians, he 
who was to face the crisis and to be apotheosized as a result 
of it, likewise failed to perceive that it was coming. On 
August 15, 1860, Abraham Lincoln wrote to John B. Fry 
that he received from the South many assurances that “in 
no probable event will there be any very formidable effort 
to break up the Union. The people of the South have too 
much of good sense and good temper to attempt the ruin 
of the government rather than see it administered as it 
was administered by the men who made it. At least, so I 
hope and believe.’*” 

So, too, Republicans in general hoped and _ believed 
until, and even after, the sixth of November. With little 
foresight, but with perfect sincerity, therefore, they were 
able to assure voters, later to be conscripted into the army, 
that Lincoln’s election would bring tranquillity to the 
Republic. But their sincerity itself heightened the peril 
greatly. For they were riding blindly toward a crisis in 
which clear perceptions would be desperately needed. 

After the election, the great question was whether they 
would recognize the danger in time. Up to this point there 
had been justification for their skepticism of secession. 
They had taken into account the element of bluff in the 
secession party, and the powerful Union sentiment which 
prevailed in the South. But they overlooked the fact that 
this Unionism was conditional, and that a threat may be 
intended as a bluff and still may be fulfilled if the bluff 


56, Sherman to his wife, July 10, 1860, in M. A. de Wolfe Howe, editor, 
Home Letters of General Sherman (New York, 1909), p. 179. 

Note also the later confession of John Bigelow that, while campaign- 
ing for Lincoln, “I scoffed at the threats of disunion which reached us 
from Charleston and Mississippi. They never cast a shadow on my 
brow.” Retrospections of an Active Life (New York, 1909), I, 290. 

57. Lincoin to John B. Fry, Aug. 15, 1860, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., 
Works of Lincoln, VI, 50. 
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fails. In an effort to simplify the issue for the electorate, 
and to dissipate fears which they held to be groundless, 
they consistently denied that the secession threat deserved 
serious consideration. By these constantly repeated 
denials of danger they warped their own perspective, and 
destroyed their own capacity to evaluate the signs of 
the times. In the period following the election, new evi- 
dences of Southern unrest and new responsibilities of 
victory might well have led them to take a more realistic 
view. But the impact of events failed to arouse them to 
an awareness of the danger. At first, they disbelieved that 
ordinances of secession would be passed; later, when the 
ordinances were of record, they relied upon the people of 
the South to repudiate these measures; finaliy, when the 
Southern Confederacy was formed, they still clung to the 
belief that the Unionism of such states as Virginia and 
Kentucky would induce the Gulf States to return volun- 
tarily to the Union. Throughout the crisis leading to 
military conflict, this Republican failure to comprehend 
the reality of secession remained a basic factor. Without 
recognition of it, Republican policy must be regarded 
as either vicious or aimless; without reference to it, there 
can be no thorough understanding of the course of events 
which led, ultimately, to war. 


CHAPTER II 


THE IRREPRESSIBLE CONFLICT WITHIN 
THE REPUBLICAN PARTY 


apparent, for the defeated Southern states, it also 

marked a crisis for the Republican victors. Ulti- 
mately, this crisis united most of the slave states in seces- 
sion, and nearly all Republicans in a war for the Union. 
But in its initial effect, it split the South into blocs con- 
sisting of seven secessionist and eight Unionist states; and, 
while thus dividing the South, the same crisis produced 
divisions in the Republican ranks which very nearly shat- 
tered the party in its moment of victory. 

To appreciate the effect of the secession movement 
upon the Republican organization and to understand the 
disagreement engendered in Republican ranks, it is neces- 
sary to recognize that the party which elected Lincoln in 
1860 was neither as zealous nor as homogeneous as the 
crusading band which had sprung up six years before in 
response to the Kansas-Nebraska Act. Constant accessions 
during the interval had steadily swelled its ranks, diversi- 
fied its interests, and diluted its zeal. Great numbers of 
Old Whigs had sought a Republican refuge at the break- 
up of their party, and many dissatisfied Democrats had 
left their organization to join the new group, which for a 
time indicated its catholicity by styling itself simply the 
People’s Party, or merely the ‘‘opposition.” 

So long as it remained the opposition, it had been able 
to accommodate its diverse elements with comparative 
comfort, and to subordinate all internal cross-purposes in 
a common hostility to the administration. But there were 
within it such conflicting interests and objectives, such 
wholly different types of men, that it was certain to face 
grave dissensions as soon as it assumed administrative 
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responsibility. At the first taste of power, every public 
man in the party would inevitably seek patronage for his 
own friends and enactment for his own measures. This 
problem, of course, was common to all parties; but in the 
case of the Republicans it was rendered especially grave 
by two underlying dualisms which might easily evolve into 
bitter feuds, intense enough to disrupt the whole organiza- 
tion. The first of these was the demarcation between ex- 
Whigs and ex-Democrats; the second, the antagonism 
between “practical politicians” and ideologues. 

For the moment, converts from all parties had joined 
in a violent hatred of the Pierce and Buchanan version of 
Jacksonian Democracy, and all had agreed in repelling 
what they considered the greedy demands and unfair 
tactics by which Southern Democrats sought to extend 
slavery into the territories. But if the Democratic machine 
_should be driven from power and the territorial issue set 
/ at rest, there was no real bond, no common interest, to hold 
the victors together. Rather, there were many old wounds 
which would be easily re-opened at a distribution of the 
spoils of victory. For instance, no one who had been a 
Democrat during the Mexican War was likely to forget 
the hope of Whiggish Tom Corwin that the enemy would 
welcome American soldiers “with bloody hands, to hospi- 
table graves.”’ No one, on the other hand, who had believed 
in the cult of Henry Clay, would fail to remember that 
Francis P. Blair, Sr., had been a member of the “Kitchen 
Cabinet” and editor of Jackson’s Washington Globe when 
it was making its fiercest attacks upon Clay and his 
measures. Blair, a man of violent hatreds, was, in turn, 
unlikely to forgive Thurlow Weed and the New York 
Whigs for the claptrap which they used in defeating his 
personal friend, Van Buren, in 1840. Many Whigs in the 
West distrusted Chase because they believed that he had 
secured his seat in the Senate by a corrupt bargain; and 
Chase hated the Whigs even more enduringly because 
of their accusations.! Aside from these particularly spec- 
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tacular feuds, there were doubtless hundreds of others, 
running down into the pettiest phases of local politics, and 
completely interpenetrating the new party. 

In the case of old partisan grudges, of course, experi- 
enced politicians could be expected to make allowances for 
the give and take of party warfare and to recognize the 
fact that party organization is based upon reciprocal con- 
cessions. The bedding habits of politicians are proverbial. 
Among the Republicans, however, there was another sort 
of antagonism which would not yield so readily to the 
cohesive force of public plunder. This division lay between 
the original crusaders of the party and the later adherents 
who joined only when they saw that there was a reasonable 
hope of living by, as well as for, the cause. These two 
factions felt toward each other the scorn which is always 
manifest between zealots and oppor tunists. Their temper- 
amental incompatibility was, Tats nature, wholly 
unrelated to the grudges arising from previous political 
rivalry. But as it epee this Ceaciental difference 
coincided roughly with the old political alignment, and 
thus tended to emphasize and perpetuate the dualism of 
the new organization. 

The political and temperamental dualisms coincided for 
this reason: the Democratic party, almost constantly in 
control of offices and patronage, lost only those members 
who were of stout conscience; whereas the Whig party, by 
its dissolution, thrust into the Republican ranks many 
office-seekers of no conscience whatever. Democrats who 
had abandoned their party to support the Wilmot Proviso, 
to vote for Van Buren in *48, or to repudiate the Kansas- 
Nebraska Act in 754, were all voluntary exiles from place 
and power—men who had deliberately joined with a group 
of despised abolitionists for the sake of righteousness.” 
Because of party pressure, many of them had joined the 


2. E.g., John P. Hale, after being expelled from the Democratic 
party, expressed a desire to have as an epitaph, “He who lies beneath, 
surrendered office and place and power, rather than bow down and wor- 
ship slavery.” Henry Wilson, History of the Rise and Fall of the Slave 
Power in America (Boston, 1872-1877), I, 627. 
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persecuted band as early as 1848, thus forming the Free 
Soil party. The Whigs, on the other hand, had not been 
subject to such severe party discipline, and had, for the 
most part, remained safe in their usual fold until the 
debacle of Scott’s candidacy in 1852 warned them of dis- 
solution. When the Kansas-Nebraska Act offered a 
promising issue, they simply transferred their allegiance. 
They did this, for the most part, with undisguised caution 
and with a plain display of enlightened self-interest. They 
sacrificed nothing, suffered nothing, and did not fall 
within the period of the martyrs at all. Many of them 
cared very little about slavery, but were motivated simply 
by the fact that every politician must have a party. 

It was to be expected that there would be a sharp 
animosity between these “practical politicians” and the 
zealots who had been the original nucleus of Republican- 
ism. The idealistic founders of the party concentrated, 
for the most part, on one fixed principle—anti-slavery— 
which they cherished fiercely with what Sumner con- 
sidered a “sacred animosity.” Convinced of their mission 
under God, they were intolerant of opposition within or 
without. It was natural that they were especially hostile 
to the eleventh-hour laborers who, as they saw it, were 
about to reap the profit of their endeavors. Sacred prin- 
ciple, they believed, should not be soiled by compromise 
or expediency, and, in their eyes, moderation of views 
indicated baseness of principles. Accordingly, they 
regarded Thurlow Weed as only a spoilsman; Simon 
Cameron, as a corruptionist; and even Seward himself, 
despite his appeal to the “higher law,” as an opportunist 
who might temporize and equivocate and yield ground 
under pressure.* 

8. “Mr. Seward, adhering to the vacated shell of Whiggery, has stood 
aside and allowed the great movement of the free states to go forward 
without a word of bold and hearty encouragement.” New York Tribune, 
Noy. 9, 1854, quoted in Frederic Bancroft, The Life of William HH. 
Seward (New York, 1900), I, 375. Weed’s supporters are described as 
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The intransigence of the radicals, on the other hand, 
excited the impatience of the moderates. Most of them, 
like Weed, Seward, and Cameron—to use the same ex- 
amples—had learned by administrative experience that 
adjustment, concession, and compromise are the essence 
of government. They were prone to treat absolute prin- 
ciples as a luxury which they could not afford; and it 
was, in their view, better to sacrifice a part of any program 
than lose it all. Their political strength derived from the 
operation of extensive “machine” organizations and, as 
with all such leaders, their chief public purpose was to 
secure what would satisfy their constituents without dis- 
turbing the status quo. Specifically, they desired to reserve 
the best parts of the territories for Northern free home- 
steaders, to the exclusion of Southern expansionist slave- 
holders. To this end, they fought the battle for restriction 
of slavery and, in so doing, made direct frontal attacks 
upon the institution itself. But withal, they shunned the 
violence of abolitionism and sought the substance of 
victory rather than the literal enforcement of doctrinaire 
principles. To men with this realistic philosophy, Greeley 
would obviously seem a faddist, Sumner, a zealot, and 
such men as Joshua R. Giddings and George W. Julian 
mere crackpots.* 


The Ten Years of Preliminary Conflict in the United States from 1850 
to 1860 (New York, 1879), p. 497. William Cullen Bryant wrote to 
John Bigelow from New York, Feb. 20, 1860, “There are bitter execra- 
tions of Weed and his friends passing from mouth to mouth among the 
old radical democrats of the Republican party here. I suppose Weed 
never behaved worse than now.” Bigelow, Retrospections, I, 252. 

“4. “[Greeley’s] sympathies with ‘Fourierism’ have led him into an 
error, in which he has deeply injured men worthy of all respect and 
confidence.” Letter of Seward, July 12, 1848, in Frederick W. Seward, 
Seward at Washington as Senator and Secretary of State. A Memoir 
of His Life with Selections from His Letters (New York, 1891), II, 71. 

“T have been anxious that you should comply a little more than you 
have done—not by yielding in principle—but by supporting those .. . 
not so decided against slavery as yourself.” Chase to Julian, Apr. 9, 
1860, in Grace Julian Clarke, George W. Julian (Indianapolis, 1923), 
p. 202-203. 
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This deep-seated antagonism was only partly reconciled 
by the common animosity with which both factions viewed 
the administration. Aside from this negative bond of 
union, the chief factor in preventing a rupture was the 
leadership of William H. Seward. One of Seward’s most 
notable qualities was his genius for disarming hostility, 
and he exercised this gift strenuously in the maintenance 
of the most varied friendships. He had successfully 
charmed even declared enemies,® and with his ostensible 
allies in the new party he took every pains to establish 
good feeling. Making up in zeal what he had lacked in 
promptness in coming to the standard, he indulged in 
extreme anti-slavery utterances by means of which he 
soon established among the Republicans the same as- 
cendancy which he had enjoyed as a Whig. Even the most 
radical approved: Sumner wrote to him, “I am so happy 
that you and I are at last on the same platform”; Cassius 
Clay assured him, “‘You’ll soon be as much of a fanatic as 
myself! Good”; even Wendell Phillips praised him.® 

Seward sought in every way to maintain this cordial 
feeling. He played the host to Sumner; he treated Gid- 
dings with marked consideration; he corresponded with 
such militant abolitionists as Theodore Parker and Gerrit 
Smith. More than this, he matched their denunciations 
of slavery almost word for word. Most of all, he always 
avoided needless friction. Thus, when the nomination of 
56 promised to be an empty honor, Seward let it go 
ger which threatens defeat to us.” Thomas Corwin to Colfax, 1860, in 
Hollister, Colfax, p. 145. 

5. See Bancroft, Seward, II, 79-85, and [Varina Howell Davis], 
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A Memoir by his Wife (New York, 1890), I, 579-683, for his remark- 
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uncontested to Frémont.® He did this reluctantly, but with 
a characteristic inclination to let his extremist colleagues 
do as they pleased when no tangible objective was involved. 
It was his avowed policy to stay on good terms with every 
one. 

But, by temperament, Seward distrusted these extrem- 
ists and, with discreet privacy, he began to express this 
distrust very early in his career as a Republican. In 1855, 
he wrote to Theodore Parker, complaining of certain New 
England abolitionists who were accustomed to “censure 
and cast suspicion on the public laborers . . . who did 
not at all times and on all occasions, great or small, .. . 
act with themselves and exactly in their own way.” In 
defense of his own policy against these unreasonable 
critics, he added: ‘‘When I seem unmoved and inactive 

. it is only because I am keeping steadily in view a 
coming occasion and opportunity to move and act, as I 
think, more wisely and effectively. . . . my life is chiefly 
dedicated to the advancement of a reform which I think 
cannot be hastily or convulsively made.””® His impatience 
with the militant group was more concretely expressed 
when, in predicting the loss of the election of ’56, he said: 
“Rash counsels will probably prevail, and the first assault 
will be repulsed, not so much because the enemy is strong, 
but because of the infatuation of the besiegers.”’!° 

This distrust of fanaticism in politics was as yet con- 
cealed behind a personal cordiality and a heartiness in the 
denunciation of slavery. But if Seward was willing to hide 
his impatience and to exaggerate his views in order to 
win party leadership, he was equally willing to moderate 
and equivocate when it was necessary to act with other 
parties. This was abundantly clear when, in 1858, he 
joined with Douglas and Crittenden to defeat the Lecomp- 


8. Thurlow Weed Barnes, Memoir of Thurlow Weed (Boston, 1884), 
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ton Constitution. To solidify this coalition, Seward took 
a very friendly tone toward Douglas, and even went so 
far as to say, “I shall not insist, now, on so radical a 
measure as the restoration of the Missouri prohibition. 
. . - Go back only to the ground assumed in 1854, the 
ground of popular sovereignty. . . . popular sovereignty 
in Kansas may now be made a fact, and liberty there may 
be rescued from danger through its free exercise... . 
It is on this ground that I hail the eminent Senator from 
Illinois and his associates.”11 When Seward spoke of 
popular sovereignty, he did not mean the doctrine of 
Douglas. That applied to the organization of territory ; 
Seward had reference to the process of preparation for 
statehood. But while this position conceded nothing, it 
revealed much about his approach to political problems. 
It showed, for instance, that he would indulge in deliberate 
\ ambiguity to facilitate cooperation with people who ac- 
cepted his purposes, but balked at his reasons. It showed 
also that he did not care about declarations, so long as he 
zachieved results. Call it Popular Sovereignty, or call it 
the Sacred Principle of Freedom in the Territories—he 
made no point of it, so long as Kansas came in without 
slaves. It showed further that he would take allies where 
fhe found them. On this occasion he coalesced with Critten- 
den, a slave-state Senator, and with Douglas, who was 
the anathema of the Republican party. Jt was a strange 
triumvirate, and even stranger was the fact that it would 
reappear within three years, to champion the cause of 
peaceable adjustment in the greatest crisis of all. 
Aside from the light which the Anti-Lecompton coali- 
tion cast upon the character of Seward, it was important 
because it marked the beginning, or at least the first overt 


11. Senate speech, Mar. 3, 1858, in Cong. Globe, 35th Cong., Ist sess., 
pp. 939-945. The radical reaction to this speech was indicated in a note 
from Chase, Mar. 11, 1858, complimenting Seward but adding, “I re- 
gretted the apparent countenance you gave to the idea that the Doug- 
las doctrine of popular sovereignty will do for us to stand upon for 
the present.” Kobert B. Warden, An Account of the Private Life and 
Public Services of Salmon Portland Chase (Cincinnati, 1874), p. 343. 


28 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


evidence, of a conservative trend which was to prevail 
throughout the remainder of his life and to cause him, a 
few years later, to stand by Andrew Johnsen when most 
Republicans were shouting for impeachment. Heretofore 
he had been the phrase-maker and the spearhead of the 
anti-slavery party ; hereafter he increasingly subordinated 
the slavery issue. It is true that he repeated the old words 
of fire, but there were no new phrases. It is also true that 
with characteristic adroitness he kept the friendship of 
some of the radicals, but only with increasing strain. 

After the Lecompton contest, the first evidence of this 
change in Seward came with the campaign of 1860. In that 
year, unlike 1856, the auspices pointed to Republican vic- 
tory. Accordingly, Seward and his silent political partner, 
Thurlow Weed, entered the contest vigorously, and at the 
same time that they sought the nomination, they under- 
took to prepare their party to assume the responsibilities 
of national administration. To do this, it was necessary 
to modify the extreme anti-slavery position maintained 
previously and to substitute for this one issue a balanced, 
moderate, and constructive program. Such a policy would 
serve to keep the party together after the slavery issue 
should be settled, and would establish the organization on 
a national, rather than a sectional basis. 

This new departure was indicated two months before 
the nomination when, on February 29, 1860, Seward spoke 
in the Senate. Following upon an extended trip to Europe, 
it was his first full-dress speech in almost two years. Be- 
cause of this, and because of the publicity preceding it, it 
attracted general attention. Everyone knew that a major 
political development was likely; but no one could have 
expected such a general change of base as Seward hinted 
at. His remarks were guarded and tentative, but his 
silences were revolutionary. The man who had risen to 
leadership by his “higher law” and “irrepressible conflict” 
doctrines, who had won the approbation of Sumner, and 
even of Wendell Phillips, now treated the sectional issue 
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with such delicacy that even the most sensitive of South- 
erners could scarcely take offense. 

In his euphemisms the slave states now became the “capi- 
tal States,” and the free states, “labor States,” whose 
people were “not enemies but friends and brethren of the 
South.” These friends and brethren did not “seek to force, 
or even to intrude” their system upon the Southern people. 
And as for the Republican party, it was ready to play a 
national rdle. Thus far, it had avowed only one policy, 
namely, the exclusion of slavery from the territories, but 
Seward did not hesitate to predict that “it will favor the 
speedy improvement of the public domain by homestead 
laws, and will encourage mining, manufacture, and in- 
ternal commerce, with needful connections between the 
Atlantic and Pacific States. . . . For all the rest, the na- 
tional emergencies, not individual influences, must deter- 
mine, as society goes on, the policy and character of the 
Republican party. Already bearing its part in legislation 
and in treaties, it feels the necessity of being practical 
in its care of the national health and life, while it leaves 
metaphysical speculation to those whose duty it is to cul- 
tivate the ennobling science of political philosophy.”?” 

This sharp contrast of the “practical” and the “‘meta- 
physical” foreshadowed clearly what Seward’s policies 
would be, if, as was generally expected, he should lead his 
party in the coming election. It was a warning to the doc- 
trinaires of the party to refrain from untimely abstrac- 
tions.!* And, as unfolding events were to disclose, it was, in 
a sense, the keynote speech for the nominating convention 

12. Cong. Globe, 36th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 910-914. 
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First Blows of the Civil War, p. 501. George W. Julian “was not en- 
thused by reason of his [Seward’s] cold speech in the Senate.” Julian 
to Giddings, May 21, 1860, in Clarke, Julian, p. 204. Conservatives, on 
the other hand, were pleased: Samuel Bowles wrote to Weed, Mar. 5, 


1860, “I hear of ultra old Whigs in Boston who say they are ready to 
take up Mr. Seward upon his recent speech.” Barnes, Weed, p. 260. 
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which met in Chicago ten weeks later. Even before Seward 
spoke, in fact, the conservatives had already won a sharp 
skirmish with the radicals in the National Committee. This 
arose in connection with the call for the nominating con- 
vention: the radicals wanted to exclude all but orthodox 
Republicans, while the moderates wished to invite “mem- 
bers of the People’s Party of Pennsylvania and of the Op- 
position Party of New Jersey, and all others who are will- 
ing to cooperate.” The broad constructionists prevailed, 
and the diverse elements of opposition were invited." 

All this, however, was a mere preliminary to the action 
of the convention itself. For it inevitably devolved upon 
this body to draft a new platform which would, of neces- 
sity, either repudiate or reaffirm the radicalism of the plat- 
form of ’56. That document had devoted itself chiefly to 
such quotations from the Declaration of Independence as 
would most annoy slave-holders, and to denials that the 
territories were open to slavery, which was termed a “relic 
of barbarism.” Only by afterthought, apparently, did the 
platform of ’56 endorse a Pacific railroad, river and har- 
bor appropriations, and equality for the foreign born.” 

The convention of 1860 definitely receded from this 
ultra position. It adopted a platform which, as compared 
with the previous one, was milk and water. True, it at- 
tacked the Dred Scott decision, denounced the smuggling 
of slaves, and still denied ‘tthe authority of Congress, or 
a territorial legislature, or of any individuals, to give legal 

14. The call for the convention is in the New York Tribune, Dec. 23, 
1859; Senator Jas. R. Doolittle wrote to his wife, April 4, 1862, “I 
* drew the call for the Chicago convention. ...I labored as I never 
labored before to get the discordant elements of the Republican or- 
ganization so bound together that we could get Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey into the Chicago Convention. . . . I thought I should not be able 
to get the radical self-conceited Republicans to consent to invite into 
the convention any delegate from Pennsylvania or New Jersey and 
without them we might as well have had no Convention at all.” In Doo- 


little MSS., Wis. Hist. Soc., quoted by James Lee Sellers, ‘The Make-up 
of the Early Republican Party,” in Illinois State Historical Society, 
Transactions, 1930, pp. 46-47, 

15. Proceedings of the First Three Republican National Conventions 
of 1856, 1860, and 1864, etc. (Minneapolis, 1893), pp. 43-45. 
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existence to Slavery in any territory of the United 
States.”*® But in contrast to the platform of Frémont, 
which had placed almost complete reliance upon the slav- 
ery issue, it diversified by endorsing a tariff for protection 
and a Homestead Act—two measures which were desired 
by innumerable voters. The allusion to slavery as a relic 
of barbarism was omitted; John Brown’s raid was de- 
scribed as a “lawless invasion . . . among the gravest of 
crimes”; and “the maintenance inviolate of . . . the right 
of each state to order and control its own domestic insti- 
tutions” was recognized as “essential to that balance of 
powers on which the perfection and endurance of our po- 
litical fabric depends.”’? In an effort to moderate even 
further, the platform committee proposed to omit the 
words of the Declaration of Independence which had been 
incorporated in *56, and the convention sustained the pro- 
posal; but to this, old Joshua Giddings objected violently, 
and expressed his dissent by seceding from the convention. 
Since the death of John Quincy Adams, Giddings had 
been the Grand Old Man of the anti-slavery cause. Rather 
than alienate him, therefore, the convention rescinded its 
action. In this the Seward men, eager for harmony, were 
instrumental.’* They were still on good terms with the 
radicals, still known as “Irrepressibles,” and they had no 
idea of sacrificing their support from the left wing. But 
in all this, they had none of the crusading, almost theo- 
cratic leanings of the idealists with whom they still allied. 
In many ways they presented a sharp contrast to these 
sternly pious souls: ‘““The New Yorkers here are of a class 
unknown to Western Republican politicians. They can 
drink as much whiskey, swear as loud and long, sing as bad 


16. Ibid., pp. 131-133. This phrase is virtually identical with the one 
used in 756. 

17. Ibid., pp. 131-133. 

18. Ibid., pp. 133-137, 140-142; Julian, Giddings, pp. 371-374; M[urat] 
Halstead, Caucuses of 1860. A History of the National Political Con- 
ventions of the Current Presidential Campaign, etc. (Columbus, 1860), 
pp. 135-138, 140. 
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songs, and ‘get up and howl’ as ferociously as any crowd 
of Democrats you ever heard, or heard of. They are op- 
posed, as they say, ‘to being too d——d virtuous.’ . . . 
They slap each other on the back with the emphasis of 
delight when they meet, and rip out ‘How are you?’ with 
a ‘How are you hoss?? style, that would do honor to Old 
Kaintuck on a bust. At night, those of them who are not 
engaged at caucusing, are doing that which ill-tutored 
youths call ‘raising h—1 generally.’ ”'® 

Thus far, the new moderation preached by Seward had 
cerried everything before it. According to all logic, it was 
now due to sweep him into the nomination, and perhaps 
into the White House. But instead, it defeated him, or at 
least contributed to his defeat. The reason for this was 
that all good Republicans had sniffed victory in the air, 
and all of them knew that it depended upon Pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, and Indiana—-the states which had defeated 
Frémont four years previously. These states were, to a 
certain extent, border states, containing a large body of 
moderates who opposed the Democracy, but opposed even 
more the agitation of slavery. To insure victory, it was 
vital to conciliate these moderates by a show of conserva- 
tism. All but the blindest radicals could see this; conse- 
quently, conservatism was accepted on every hand with 
a zeal as extreme as it was temporary. The Blairs, with 
their own unique and erratic ultraism, proposed to nomi- 
nate an out-and-out Whig, Edward Bates, and actually 
secured for him a ponderable block of votes in the conven- 
tion.” Many others could not reconcile themselves to 


19. Halstead, Caucuses of 1860, p. 140. 

20. William Ernest Smith, The Francis Preston Blair Family in Poli- 
tics (New York, 1933), I, 461-469, for a full account. The Bates move- 
ment was supported by Horace Greeley and was described by Israel 
Washburn as “deep, widely extended and formidable.” Greeley to 
Colfax, Feb. 3, 1860, in Greeley-Colfax MSS., quoted in ibid., I, 464; 
Addison G. Proctor, Lincoln and the Convention of 1860 (Chicago, 
1918), pp. 9-10; Washburn to Pike, Jan. 31, 1860, in Pike, First Blows 
of the Civil War, p. 483. 

The Blairs had previously suggested the even more conservative 
Crittenden for the nomination. F. P. Blair, Sr., to Crittenden, Feb. 16, 
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Bates, but, like Fitz-Henry Warren, would accept almost 
anyone else: “I am for the man who can carry Pennsyl- 
vania, New Jersey, and Indiana, with this reservation, that 
I will not go into cemetery or catacomb; the candidate 
must be alive, and able to walk, at least from parlor to 
dining room.”””! 

What was required was not conservatism in essence, but 
rather the appearance of conservatism. To fulfill this re- 
quirement, the recent moderate speech of Seward did not 
at all suffice. It was too new to have produced any deep 
impression on the public mind, and too late to efface from 
conservative memories the radical speeches of Seward’s 
Republican novitiate. These speeches had established him 
as the foremost political leader of the anti-slavery cause, 
and this reputation, acquired over a period of six years, 
was not to be discarded overnight. Availability was the 
touchstone of the moment, and where this was the criterion, 
Seward was badly handicapped. He was an enemy of the 
Masons, a foe of the Nativists, a “‘rawhead and bloody to 
the South,” and therefore frightful to all those who were 
timid on the slavery issue. With the Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey, and Indiana delegations all vowing that he could 
not carry their states,”* even his friends were reluctant to 
insist upon him. 

Meanwhile the opportunists were effecting a last-minute 
concentration upon Abraham Lincoln. Unlike Bates, Lin- 
coln was a sound Republican; unlike Seward, he was ac- 
ceptable to the moderates in Pennsylvania and along the 
Ohio. By nominating Bates, the party would have sur- 
rendered to the Whiggish moderates; by nominating Lin- 


1860, in Mrs. Chapman Coleman, The Life of John J. Crittenden with 
Selections from his Correspondence and Speeches (Philadelphia, 1871), 
II, 186. 

21. Warren to Pike, Feb. 2, 1860, in Pike, First Blows of the Civil 
War, p. 484. 

22. Montgomery Blair to Welles, Oct. 17, 1870, Dec. 12, 1873, in Blair 
MSS., quoted in Smith, Blair Family in Politics, I, 477. 

23. Proctor, Lincoln and the Convention of 1860, p. 13; Halstead, 
Caucuses of 1860, pp. 142-144. 
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coln, it might capture them. Lincoln fitted the exigencies 
of the moment perfectly. He was morally opposed to 
slavery at all, and actively opposed to its extension. But 
he had never alarmed the moderates as Seward had. He 
had stuck to the Whig organization long after Seward 
left it; and though he had talked of a house divided against 
itself, he had never used phrases so direct and unequivocal 
as “the irrepressible conflict.” As for the “higher law” of 
Seward, Lincoln repudiated it explicitly.** Lincoln, by 
reason of his great debates, was associated primarily with 
the territorial question; Seward, despite his recent drift 
toward the right, was associated with the slavery question 
per se. Therefore it was a clear gain for conservatism when 
the party chose Lincoln as its nominee.” 

This conservative note continued to dominate through- 
out the campaign. When Charles Sumner disregarded 
the new policy in his violent speech on the “Barbarism of 
Slavery,” he was swiftly ordered to get back in line. The 
leading Republican papers received his outburst with 
marked coolness ;*° a committee called on him and sug- 
gested very pointedly that he confine himself, for a time, 
to the transaction of senatorial business; so firm was this 


24. A few days before the nomination, Lincoln wrote, “I agree with 
Seward in his ‘Irrepressible Conflict, but I do not endorse his ‘Higher 
Law’ doctrine.” William H. Herndon and Jesse W. Weik, Abraham 
Lincoln, the True Story of a Great Life (Chicago, 1888), p. 462. 

25. “Fortunately, he [Lincoln] will not be thrown upon an extreme 
party for support. The conservative interest nominated him and that 
also will elect him.” Campaign pamphlet, “Speech of Hon. Thomas 
Ewing at Chillicothe, Ohio, before a Republican Mass Meeting, Sep- 
tember 29, 1860.” 

The New Orleans Bee, May 21, 1860, recognized that the platform 
and the nomination at Chicago both had the effect of “moderating the 
frantic zeal of faction,’ that Seward was defeated by the conserva- 
tive element, and that Lincoln belonged to the moderate wing of the 
party. Dumond, ed., Southern Editorials on Secession, pp. 103-105. 

“Lincoln was selected on account of his location ... It is also true 
that some of the Doughfaces seemed to think him more popular because 
his anti-slavery sentiments have been less prominent.” Giddings to 
Julian, May 25, 1860, in Clarke, Julian, p. 206. 

26. Extensive press comments in Charles Sumner, Complete Works 
(Statesman ed., Boston, 1900), VI, 241-258. 
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disapproval, that he wrote to some friends, “I see clearly 
that there is an effort to disown me in the Republican 
party, and to read me out.””** 

But all this trend toward the right was accomplished 
not so much by the ascendancy of the conservatives as by 
the complaisance of the radicals. Seward was rejected as 
too extreme, not by the moderates, but by men who were 
personally more radical than he was. Having sought to 
identify himself completely with Republican principles, 
he was now repudiated by Republicans precisely because 
of his success in that endeavor. Having paid lip-service 
to ultraism, he was rejected by the ultras as they paid 
lip-service to moderation. 


The nomination of Lincoln, then, was primarily a bid 
for support outside the party, but viewed in another phase, 
it was a postponement of the internal contest for party 
control. This practice of deferring the struggle for party 
command until the common enemy has been vanquished 
is a familiar political maneuver. To accomplish it, it 1s 
necessary only to select a nominee whoese—qalities give 
both factions hope of controlling him. Lincoln fulfilled this 
requi rabty. He was nominated to attract con- 
servative votes, and this would bind him to the conserva- 
tives; but he was supported by certain radicals, and this 
would draw him toward them. His personal antecedents 
were entirely Whiggish, but he was a close friend of 
Lyman Trumbull, and a beneficiary of the support of the 
Democratic Blairs, who threw their strength to him after 
the Bates candidacy was exhausted. His own record was 
conservative, but his law partner and intimate, “Billy” 
Herndon, was an ardent abolitionist. His nomination was 
a defeat for Seward, but it was not precisely a victory for 
Seward’s foes, for they had supported Bates, and accepted 
Lincoln only as a second choice. 

27. Sumner to S. G. Howe, EH. L. Pierce, et al., June, 1860, in Sumner 
MSS., quoted by Laura A. White, “Charles Sumner and the Crisis of 
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Consequently no one knew to which side the nominee 
would lean, and every one hoped to gain his ear. 'There was 
the usual rush to pay court to him, and those who had op- 
posed him most bitterly in the convention were first to bend 
the knee. Thus Thurlow Weed, who had wept in chagrin 
at the nomination, visited Springfield almost at once. Con- 
stantly the candidate was besieged by visitors, and as the 
preliminary elections indicated more and more certainly 
that the party would control the presidency, attention 
shifted to the struggle to determine who should control 
the party.” 

After the sixth of November, this attention was re- 
doubled, and from then until the fourth of March the fac- 
tional rivalry within the party and the ebb and flow of in- 
dividual influences became topics of national importance. 
Even after the secession crisis developed in all its over- 
powering gravity, the conflict between radicals and con- 
servatives’? continued to preoccupy. Apparently no one 
felt any certainty as to Lincoln’s views, and each wing 
was afraid that he would join the most extreme element in 
the rival faction. Thus, the friends of Chase, Wade, Sum- 
ner, and the radicals were afraid that the old Henry Clay 
men of the Border, the so-called “fossil Whigs,” might 
dominate. There were three men of this class whom they 
especially dreaded. One was John Bell of Tennessee, who 


28. Chase MSS., Aug. I-Nov. 7, contain thirty-odd letters which gen- 

erally assumed that Lincoln would be elected and were not apprehensive 
about anything except the possibility that the conservatives might con- 
trol him. 
_ Thurlow Weed, Autobiography (Boston, 1883), p. 602 (edited by 
his daughter, Harriet A. Weed, published as Vol. I of The Life of 
Thurlow Weed); Barnes, Weed, p. 271; John G. Nicolay and John Hay, 
Abraham Lincoln, A History (New York, 1890), II, 286: J. G. Hol- 
land, The Life of Abraham Lincoln (Springfield, 1866), p. 232. 

29. These designations were in general use. E.g., “Of all the Rad- 
icals, old ‘Rough and Ready’ Wade would suit me best.” Colfax to 
Samuel Bowles, Mar., 1860, in Hollister, Colfaz, p. 144; “You need 
not fear that Lincoln will fall into the keeping of Corwin, Schenck, 
Ewing, and other old conservatives. ... His main dependence will 
be on the radical element.” William M. Green, quoting Joseph Medill 
of the Chicago Tribune, to Chase, Nov. 26, 1860, in Chase MSS. 
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was expected to have influence with Lincoln despite the fact 
that he had been an opposing candidate in the election. 
Another was Thomas Ewing, a veteran Whig of Ohio, who, 
in the campaign, had supported Lincoln but not the Re- 
publican ticket. In fact, he had rejoiced openly in the be- 
lief that the admission of Kansas would end the slavery 
contest, and that the “Republican party cannot possibly 
maintain itself as a general Anti-Slavery party.’*° A third 
Old Whig, one who now gave his allegiance to the Republi- 
can party, but who cherished a violent and unconcealed 
contempt for the negrophiles, was Thomas Corwin of 
Ohio.** 

Throughout the Border states, the small minority of 
militant Republicans feared that the fruits of victory 
would be spent not to reward them, but to appease and 
win over their opponents. In Kentucky, the followers of 
Cassius Clay suspected that Crittenden and the old Know- 
Nothing clique were scheming to get control of the patron- 
age of the state.*? In Virginia, the Republicans of the 
mountain region dreaded a possible alliance between the 
incoming administration and men like John Minor Botts, 


30. Campaign pamphlet, “Speech of Hon. Thomas Ewing, Sep. 29, 
1860.” 

81. Corwin’s relations with the friends of the Negro race may be 
imagined from an incident described by him in a letter to James A. 
Pearce, May 16, 1856: “A Yankee lawyer came into my sanctum yes- 
terday, his eyes bloodshot and shooting out of their sockets half an 
inch, the cold sweat dropping from his for[e]head and nose, ejaculat- 
ing broken execrations upon the Supreme Court, because he said they 
had recently decided . .. that a nabob from K[en]t|uck]y could pick 
up... his negroes and bring them over into our religious and free 
State, and keep them here during hot months of Summer, provided he 
could prove he came to be cured of a bilious cholic! He demanded of 
me what I thought of this enormity. After a moment’s reflection, I 
told him I hoped they would come in winter, as in that case the smell 
would be more agreeable to our free and evangelical nostrils. My in- 
terrogator opened his eyes until they resembled two dogwood bushes 
in bloom, swelled out his cheeks, snorted like a horse who sees fox-fire 
in the night and bolted out ... with a stride that would have done 
credit to Gilpin’s Horse.” Bernard C. Steiner, editor, “Some Letters 
from Correspondence of James Alfred Pearce,” in Maryland Historical 
Magazine, XVI (1921), 166-167. 
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who had supported Bell during the campaign. One Re- 
publican, embittered by this prospect, wrote, ‘““We cannot 
believe that the Republican party will really confess itself 
so much sectionalized as to fear to recognize its own friends 
outside of the free states.’** Perhaps the most savage feel- 
ings of all were aroused in Maryland, where the outright 
Republicans, led by the Blairs, competed with the power- 
ful “plug-ugly” machine of Henry Winter Davis, which 
had supported Constitutional Unionism while taking care 
not to close the door against preferment under Lincoln. 
Both the Blairs and Davis were finished politicians; both 
knew all the tricks and dodges; and the rivalry between 
them was sharp. A Baltimore editor who had suffered at 
the hands of Davis wrote, ‘‘now that victory perches on the 
Republican banners, are we to have a Republican admin- 
istration . . . ? A conspiracy is on foot to prevent it. 
Ewing, Bates, Winter Davis, Corwin, J. M. Botts, W. C. 
Rives, Winthrop, et id omne genus, are in it. . . . Our 
Winter Davis was fatal to the Republican vote of 
M[arylan]d. . . . The Republicans of M[arylan]d pro- 
test against a hybrid administration. They look for an 
wn and in and out and out Republican government. Shall 
we have it? I believe it. I hope it. I look for it.’%* This 
writer expressed a prevailing sentiment in his fear of the 
conservatives, but not in his expectation of an outright 
Republican administration. John Sherman reported a gen- 
eral foreboding that Lincoln would “surround himself with 
old men and thus adopt a timid, vacillating policy.’ 
Dread, rather than hope, was the mood of the radicals. 
For instance, one of them, writing to Chase, expected Cor- 
win to dominate; another feared Bell and Corwin; still 
another, Ewing, Corwin, and Benjamin Stanton; a fourth 

33. Alfred Caldwell, Wheeling, Va., Mar. 27, 1861, to Chase, in Chase 
MSS.; John Minor Botts, The Great Rebellion, Its Secret History, Rise,- 
Progress, and Disastrous Failure (New York, 1866), p. 127. 
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hkewise feared Corwin and Ewing, and added to the list 
Robert Schenck.*® Fitz-Henry Warren was troubled by 
the possibility that Lincoln might fill his cabinet with such 
men as Corwin, Schuyler Colfax, who had supported 
Douglas against Lincoln in *58, and Alexander Penning- 
ton, whom the Republicans had reluctantly accepted as 
Speaker of the House when they could not elect Sherman.*? 

It was perfectly clear that the Democrats had lost the 
election, but there was still grave doubt as to who had 
won it. The radicals hoped for the fruits of victory, but 
they were more than a little afraid that all their efforts 
had gone to reestablish Whiggery. To these crusaders, it 
was a bitter thought that perhaps they had overthrown 
one set of time-servers only to set up another. 

However, their apprehension was tempered by a basic 
regard for Lincoln. Giddings wrote that he would trust 
Lincoln on slavery, as readily as he would trust Chase or 
Seward; and Chase thought that Lincoln would not dis- 
appoint the true Republicans. “He may not be so radical 
as some would wish,” wrote Chase, “‘but he . . . will never 
surrender our principles. . . .”°* More than this, current 
rumor at times gave them hope of enjoying the especial 
favor of the president-elect. A persisting report indicated 
that Sumner would be Secretary of State; this fiction con- 
tinued, somehow, to circulate even after knowledge of the 
selection of Seward became widespread.” Other early pre- 
dictions awarded dominant influence to various radicals, 
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and these forecasts seemed justified when the first publicly 
announced cabinet selection was that of Edward Bates.*° 
Bates was personally Whiggish but this seemed of little 
significance in comparison with his position as a protege 
of the Blair family. Rumor constantly asserted that David 
Wilmot and John C. Frémont*! would also be included 
among Lincoln’s advisers. Frémont was even more a 
creature of the Blairs than was Bates; and as for Wilmot, 
his name was a symbol of Free-Soil Democracy. With these 
reports issuing from Springfield, the New York Herald 
seemed justified in supposing that “the old free soil Demo- 
cratic element of the Republican party are to have the front 
seats in the new tabernacle. But,” it inquired, “are the old 
line whigs . . . going to submit to play second fiddle 

. 2? It did not think they would, and it concluded 
that there was “an irrepressible conflict in the Republican 
party.”’*? 

To the participants in the political maneuvering of the 
moment, the friction within the party seemed most serious 
as it related to party control and appointments to office. 
But, from a broader viewpoint, the chief importance of 
the growing rift lay in its relation to the situation in the 
South. This was true in a double sense: first, if the South 
sheuld defer immediate action and await developments, 
there were strong evidences that the Republican moderates 
might force an unexpectedly mild course upon their party ; 
second, if the South should embark upon a program of 
secession, such a step would tend further to divide the 
ideologues and the opportunists of the Republican party, 
as they respectively turned to coercion or to compromise as 
their means of preserving the Union. 


40. Lincoln to Bates, Dec. 18, 1860, authorized the announcement. 
Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 83. The announcement 
was made in the Missouri Democrat, Dec. 21, according to a dispatch 
in the New York Tribune, Dec. 22. 

41. New York Herald, Dec. 20, 25, 27, 1860; Jan. 1, 1861; Allan 
Nevins, Frémont, Pathmarker of the West (New York, 1939), pp. 
470-471, 

42. New York Herald, Dec. 27, 1860. 


CONFLICT IN THE PARTY 41 


First, the likelihood of the Republicans adopting a mod- 
erate program was already indicated by a distinct trend 
toward conservatism within the party. Over a period of 
years the accessions from the Whig party had undermined 
the control of the evangelical Democrats. The triumph of 
the Whigs’ mild policy had been foreshadowed by Seward’s 
speech of February, 1860; it had been indicated by the 
broad terms of the call for a National Convention, and ac- 
complished by the platform which that convention adopted. 
The new departure was fixed almost beyond recall when an 
Old Whig, a cautious politician, Abraham Lincoln, was 
nominated, out of deference to moderate sentiment in cer- 
tain states. There was no categorical proof that this trend 
would continue, but it was not likely that a party whose 
moral principles were severely shaken by a mere glimpse 
of worldly power would prove very quixotic in the actual 
possession of authority. Nor was it likely that Abraham 
Lincoln, nominated and elected because he could carry 
certain non-Republican elements, would be unduly zealous 
in precipitating the “irrepressible conflict.” 

From the standpoint of the South, therefore, there were 
advantages to be gained by letting matters take their 
course. With the Republican party already torn by dissen- 
sion and tending toward conservatism, there was good 
_reason to await the time when the assumption of respon- 
sibility would further widen the rift, and the charm of 
office would further dilute the idealism of the victors. In 
short, the South might have gained much by allowing the 
Republicans enough rope. 

It is a fact of capital importance that the South col- 
lectively had lost its capacity to analyze the situation 
coolly and to perceive the potential advantages of a wait- 
ing game. If Southern public men had retained enough de- 
tachment of mind to weigh the factors involved, they 
might well have chosen not to inaugurate the program of 
secession. But the South, in general, attempted no analysis ; 
it preferred an emotional stereotype which pictured Lin- 
coln and all his supporters as negrophiles of such extreme 
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fanaticism that they had chosen a mulatto, Hannibal 
Hamlin, for the Vice-presidency.** Men who would believe 
this were, of course, too distraught to observe that many 
abolitionists distrusted Lincoln, and that Wendell Phillips 
denounced him as the “Slave-hound of Illinois.”** In the 
angry mood that followed years of sectional agitation, the 
South could not distinguish degrees of hostility to slavery, 
nor could it coolly play a cynical game of delay. A wave 
of secession, consequently, swept across the lower South, 
and the possibility of the Republican party turning mod- 
erate was never fully tested. For practical purposes, there- 
fore, the pertinent question was not how the Republican 
situation would influence the action of the South, but how 
the action of the South would affect the stability of the 
Republican party. 

Here was involved the second major aspect in which 
Republican discord held significance—that is, in the lia- 
bility of the factions of the party to be further estranged 
as they failed to agree upon a response to secession. For 
if they lacked unanimity in other matters, there was cer- 
tainly no prospect that they would agree on how to save 
the Union. Again, one must recall the diversity of their 
background. On one hand were those who had been Whigs. 
Men of this class adhered to the Henry Clay tradition of 
compromise. Forty years earlier they had averted a sec- 
tional crisis by establishing the 36° 30’ line as the division 
between slavery and freedom in the territories; and in 


43. The New Orleans Crescent, Nov. 12, 1860, described Lincoln as 
“a thorough radical Abolitionist, without exception or qualification.” 
Dumond, ed., Southern Editorials on Secession, p. 231. For the Hamlin 
matter, see Laura A. White, Robert Barnwell Rhett, Father of Secession 
(New York, 1931), p. 169, and Charles Eugene Hamlin, The Life and 
Times of Hannibal Hamlin (Cambridge, 1899), pp. 223-224 and 354-356. 

44. The Liberator, XXX, 99 (June 22, 1860), quoted by [W. P. Gar- 
rison], William Lloyd Garrison, 1805-1879, The Story of his Life Told 
by his Children (New York, 1885-1889), III, 503. The Liberator of 
Noy. 23, 1860, carried a letter which declared that Lincoln’s election 
placed the anti-slavery cause in “a new, a critical, and a trying position; 
demanding additional vigilance, inflexible steadfastness ... and un- 
relaxed energy.” Ibid., IV, 1. 
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later decades they had endowed this Missouri Compromise 
with a sacrosanct quality, as if it were part of the Con- 
stitution. In the Nullification Crisis, they had voted for 
the compromise tariff as a means of appeasing the open 
defiance of South Carolina. In 1850, they had again stood 
with their “Great Pacificator” in enacting an omnibus 
compromise. In another crisis, greater than any preceding, 
there could be little doubt that men whose political lives 
had fallen into such a pattern, would again be responsive 
to the idea of a compromise settlement. 

Acting with this Whiggish element, in nominal associa- 
tion, was the old Free-Soil Democratic group. Members 
of this faction had consistently opposed concessions to the 
South. As far back as the crisis of 1832, Francis P. Blair, 
Sr., had endorsed the fighting language of Jackson’s Nul- 
lification Proclamation. After the Mexican War, pro- 
ponents of a “firm” policy had fought for the Wilmot 
Proviso and had organized the Free-Soil Party to prevent 
any further territorial compromise. Men of this type had, 
naturally, opposed the compromise of 1850, and had stig- 
matized everyone who supported it. For more than a decade 
they had consistently maintained an attitude of militant 
hostility to slave-holders. In the approaching crisis, such 
a faction could not possibly accept any sort of compromise 
settlement without doing violence to their entire political 
record. 

On the face of it, therefore, the Republican party con- 
sisted of two factions which had never concurred in their 
approach to the sectional problem. So sharply did they 
differ upon the merit of compromise, that they would 
probably never have been united in one party if the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act, with its repeal of the Missouri 
settlement, had not offended adherents of compromise and 
driven them into a coalition with the extremists. 

This coalition faced its supreme test after the election 
of Lincoln. If, in the secession crisis, yielding opportunists 
and inflexible ideologues should fail to reach agreement, 
their whole program was likely to shatter in the moment of 
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its inauguration. If, on the contrary, the coalition should 
survive, the future of the Republic depended upon the 
contest for power within the party. Let the Old Whig 
element gain control of the administration, and compro- 
mise would certainly become the response to secession. 
Let the true Free-Soilers seize the controls, and a policy 
of coercion was indicated. Neither moderates nor ex- 
tremists in November, 1860, anticipated the full implica- 
tions, but ultimately there evolved from this situation the 
alternatives of peace and war. 


CHAPTER III 


CERTAIN REPUBLICANS DISCOVER A NEW 
CRISIS AND AN OLD COMPROMISE 


N 1860 the presidential electors of South Carolina 
were not chosen by popular vote but were still named 
by the legislature, which customarily met in brief 

special session for this purpose and adjourned as soon as 
electors were designated. But the legislative body which 
met on November 5, 1860, did not follow the usual pro- 
cedure. After appointing electors who were instructed to 
vote for Breckinridge and Lane, it waited ominously to 
see what the popular vote would produce, and when the 
election of Lincoln followed, it turned at once to the ques- 
tion of calling a state convention for the purpose of im- 
mediate secession.’ A few proponents of joint or coopera- 
tive action by the states, as opposed to separate state ac- 
tion, offered brief, half-hearted opposition to such haste, 
but they quickly bowed to the popular pressure and joined 
with the majority, on November 10, in passing unani- 
mously a bill providing for a convention of the people of 
South Carolina, to be elected on December 6 and to meet 
on December 17. In celebration of this act, Charleston 
proceeded to hold high carnival with wine flowing, pal- 
metto flags flying, and hot-heads reveling in martial dis- 
play. Barnwell Rhett rejoiced that “The tea has been 
thrown overboard—the revolution of 1860 has been in- 
itiated.”” 

Carolina had been preparing for this form of tea party 

off and on for thirty years; she had refrained from giv- 
ing it only because no one else would attend. But the revo- 


1, This purpose was explicitly stated in the message of Gov. Gist, 
Nov. 5, recommending that the legislature remain in session to call a 
convention if Lincoln should win the election. 

2. Rhodes, Hist. of U. 9., III, 114-125. 
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lution of 1860 was now truly begun; and at last the lower 
South showed itself ready to follow Carolina’s lead. Eight 
days after the Palmetto State called a convention, 
Georgia’s legislature took the same momentous step; 
within eleven days more, Florida and Mississippi also sum- 
moned their people to meet in sovereign conventions ; 
Alabama had already instructed her governor, in the pre- 
vious winter, to call a convention in the event of Repub- 
lican victory. He was still awaiting the formal electoral 
vote, but his state, too, was avowedly ready to invoke its 
ultimate powers.® 

Three weeks and two days after the election of Lincoln, 
every state of the deep South except Louisiana had in- 
itiated the process of secession. From the low country of 
Carolina to the banks of the Mississippi, from the Appa- 
lachians to Key West, the states were going methodically 
about the business of breaking up the Federal Union. 

For the Republicans, this marked an hour of decision. 
The swift-moving developments of the last weeks of 1860 
challenged them to recognize at once the proportions of 
the movement which they confronted, and to determine 
upon their response to measures of disunion. 


With a few individual exceptions, the members of the 
Republican party failed to meet this challenge. During 
the critical secession winter, the Republican majority in 
the House of Representatives failed to agree upon any 


3. Dumond, Secession Movement, p. 148, tabulates the preliminaries: 


Legislative act Election of Meeting of 
calling a con- convention convention 
vention 

Alabama Feb. 24, °60 Dec. 24, *60 Janw 7.061 
South Carolina Nov. 10, 60 Dec. 6, ’60 Dec. 17, ’60 
Georgia Noy. 18, °60 eos Mee ail Jans 165) 61 
Florida Nov. 28, ’60 Dees 18360 vane) os) oll 
Mississippi Nov. 29, ’60 Dec. 20, ’60 Jane iaeol 
Texas (Dec. 3, 60) Jan. 8, 61 Jan. 28, ’61 
Louisiana Dec. 11, °60 Janene tome Ol Jan. 25> 76 


In Texas the call for the convention was irregular, the legislature 
not being in session. 
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basic measure either to strengthen the power of the Fed- 
eral Government or to conciliate the South; Republican 
editors, adopting no uniform policy, expressed their in- 
dividual preferences for compromise, coercion, or peace- 
able separation ; and the policy of the incoming administra- 
tion remained an enigma. In Republican quarters, little 
effort was made either to avert or to prepare for the im- 
pending conflict. 

In seeking an explanation of the unrealistic response 
of the Republicans, due weight should be given to their 
tendency, as politicians, to avoid commitments, and also 
to the paralyzing effect of dissension within the party. 
Apart from these factors, however, the greatest obstacle 
to effective action by the Republicans lay in their con- 
tinued incredulity of secession itself, and their acceptance 
of certain corollary ideas which derived logically from 
that incredulity. 

One such attitude was a fixed and indiscriminate hos- 
tility to all compromise and all compromisers. Republicans 
who believed that the disunion threat was not sincere, but 
was designed only to procure concessions, could see no 
reason, of course, for surrendering any part of their posi- 
tion. Thinking as they did that secession was designed only 
to frighten cowards and time-servers, it was quite natural 
for them to reverse the direction of their reasoning, and 
to suppose that only cowards and time-servers were fright- 
ened. With all the thoroughness of doctrinaires, the Re- 
publicans applied this interpretation to the events of his- 
tory as well as the problems of the day, and found the 
national annals one long shameful record of concession 
after concession to the insatiable Slavocracy. The annexa- 
tion of Texas, the Mexican War, the Fugitive Slave Act 
of 1850, the Kansas-Nebraska Act, all were designed to 
buy off the South. As these concessions demonstrated the 
nuisance value of secession, threats of disunion increased 
until finally there was no election too trivial and no issue 
too petty to evoke the thunders of secession. This view 
galled the Republicans the more bitterly because they re- 
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garded all of the compromise measures as unnecessary— 
mere cringing, gratuitous submissions to empty threat 
and deliberate bluster. Never but once had the Southern 
threat been challenged, and on that occasion, when Jack- 
son toasted the Federal Union and sponsored the Force 
Bill, South Carolina came tamely to heel. From that one 
episode, Republicans drew a parallel, and inferred that 
secessionism would have collapsed at any time when con- 
fronted by firm resistance.” 

While this attitude of mind prevailed, the ‘Union- 
savers” could expect nothing but scorn. If less malicious 
in intent than the secessionists, they were held to be 
equally as dangerous in effect, and even more contemptible, 
because of their supposed cowardice. In the forthright 
words of Thaddeus Stevens: “I do not blame the gentle- 
men from the South . . . for the language of intimida- 
tion, for using this threat of rending God’s creation from 
the turret to the foundation. Ali this is right in them, for 


4, In the Senate, Mar. 3, 1854, William P. Fessenden said, “Gentle- 
men have talked here cf a dissolution of the Union. We have heard 
that threat until we are fatigued with the sound. We consider it now, 
let me say, as mere brutum fulmen, noise and nothing else. It produces 
not the slightest impression upon the thinking portion of the public. 
You laugh at it yourselves.” 

Sen. Butler: “Who iaugh?” [Laughter. ] 

Fessenden: “You at the South. You do not carry it seriously into pri- 
vate conversation.” Cong. Globe, 33rd Cong., Ist sess., appendix, p. 323. 

5. “To those who remember the nuliification disturbance of 1832, these 
inflammatory appeals seem comparatively tame and pointless.” New 
York Tribune, Nov. 12, 1860. 

If South Carolina should “undertake to repeat in 1861 the tantrums of 
1833,” she would be “treated as she was then—kindly but firmly.” Ibid., 
July 25, 1860. 

““The manner in which that incipient rebellion [the South Carolina 
Nullification] was snuffed out, encouraged many of us, who were old 
enough to have remembered it, to believe with Mr. Seward that these 
demonstrations of discontent in the South would also, in a few weeks 
or months after the installation of a Free Soil President, end, like 
their predecessor, in smoke.” Bigelow, Retrospections, 1, 296. 

John Minor Botts wrote to a secessionist editor, Nov. 27, 1860, that 
South Carolina “may even declare herself out of the Union. She did so 
by ordinance in convention in 1833, but still the Union was not rent 
asunder, nor will it be now, as I think.” Botts, Great Rebellion, pp. 
230-239. 
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they have tried it fifty times, and fifty times they have 
found weak and recreant tremblers in the North who have 
been affected by it, and who have acted from those intimi- 
dations.’ 

No less orthodox, no less able than Stevens as a spokes- 
man of Republicanism, was Senator Henry Wilson of 
Massachusetts. And he, like the Pennsylvanian, had more 
contempt for Northern Union-savers than for Southern 
fire-eaters. In his view, the “DISUNION FARCE” ex- 
isted only because Southern political adventurers knew 
how effectively it served to “startle and appal [sic] the 
timid, make the servility of the servile still more abject, 
[and] rouse the selfish instincts of . . . nerveless con- 
servatism.’” 

Up to the time of Lincoln’s election, these sentiments 
were reiterated. Greeley’s T'ribune denounced as “‘simple- 
tons” those who gave heed to the warnings of “Southern 
braggarts” and “Northern demagogues.”® Seward ham- 
mered the same point vigorously in his campaign speeches, 
especially at Saint Paul, where he rejoiced that, ‘“‘for the 
first time in the history of the republic, the slave power 
has not even the ability to terrify or alarm the freeman 
so as to make him submit, or even to compromise. . . . I 
do not believe there nas been one day from 1787 until now 
when slavery had any power in the government, except 
what it derived from buying up men of weak virtue, little 
principle and great cupidity, and terrifying men of weak 
nerves in the free states.’”® 

In contrast with these abusive phrases, the words of 
Abraham Lincoln were restrained and dispassionate, but 
no less strong in meaning. It was characteristic of him 
that he refrained from all personal allusion to the men 
who favored compromise, but that he renounced compro- 


G. Speech in House, Dec. 6, 1859, Cong. Globe, 36th Cong., Ist sess., 
part I, p. 24. 

7. In Senate, Jan. 25, 1860. [bid., p. 572. 

8. New York Tribune, July 11, 1860. 

9. Speech at Saint Paul, Sep. 18, 1860, in Baker, ed. Works of Seward, 
IV, 344-345. 
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mise itself unconditionally, and in language of such quality 
as to carry by implication utter condemnation of all who 
were associated with it. Without abuse, without stridency, 
but with carefully weighed words, Lincoln stated his re- 
jection of compromise in his uniquely important speech 
at the Cooper Institute: “Can we . . . allow it [slavery ] 
to spread into the national Territories . . . ? If our sense 
of duty forbids this, then let us stand by our duty fear- 
lessly and effectively. Let us be diverted by none of those 
sophistical contrivances . . . such as groping for some 
middle ground between the right and the wrong: vain as 
the search for a man who should be neither a living man 
nor a dead man . . . such as Union appeals beseeching 
true Union men to yield to Disunionists, reversing the di- 
vine rule, and calling, not the sinners, but the righteous 
to repentance. . . . Neither let us be slandered from our 
duty by false accusations against us, nor frightened from 
it by menaces of destruction to the government, nor of 
dungeons to ourselves. Let us have faith that right makes 
might, and in that faith let us to the end dare to do our 
duty as we understand it.” 

Six days later, in a speech at Hartford, Lincoln re- 
peated this declaration of policy; and twice thereafter, 
at Norwich and New Haven, he reaffirmed his position 
in substantially the same language."! 

In the light of all these expressions, a faithful Republi- 
can could scarcely dally with the idea of compromise with- 
out peril to his political soul. The platform said that seces- 
sion was treason, from which he might infer that com- 
promise was a compact with traitors. Mr. Greeley said that 
the compromisers were simpletons; Mr. Seward said that 
they were men of weak virtue or weak nerves; Mr. Lincoln 
indicated that they were persons who permitted themselves 
to be slandered or frightened into desertion of duty. True, 


10. Speech in New York, Feb. 27, 1860, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., 
Works of Lincoln, V, 327. 

11. Speeches of Lincoln, Feb. 27 through Mar. 6, 1860, in ibid., V, 
827-371. 
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Lincoln did not employ such hearty abuse as Thad Stevens 
and Henry Wilson dealt in, but even in his measured 
words, “right” and “the righteous,” “faith” and “duty,” 
on the one hand, were opposed by “sinners” who used 
“sophistical contrivances, false accusations, and menaces 
of destruction” in a cause of “wrong,” as incompatible 
with the cause of right as is life with death. 

By the year 1860, these attitudes had taken root so 
firmly as to be virtually a part of the Republican creed. 
In this creed the threat of secession was regarded as a 
sham and an instrument of extortion. Those who heeded 
it were mere gulls and victims. And any material conces- 
sion in the face of such a threat was thrice shameful as a 
desertion of principle, a submission to menace, and a 
credence of fraud. Holding these beliefs, few Republicans 
could be expected, in November, 1860, to consider the 
question of compromise entirely on its merits. Exigency 
must press and pride be mortified before any of them could 
accept a policy so long despised and so explicitly con- 
demned. 

In the sequence of corollaries which followed from in- 
credulity of secession, still another must be noted. This 
was an attitude of readiness, on the part of some Repub- 
licans, to make verbal renunciation of force as a means of 
maintaining the Union. As this idea expressed itself, it 
took the deceptive form of suggestions for peaceable sepa- 
ration. Historians dealing with it in this form have usually 
interpreted it as a pacifistic revulsion from the prospect 
of bloodshed. Such an interpretation probably has some 
validity, but much of the evidence points to a far more 
subtle motivation. The later unwillingness of any of the 
“separationists” to separate suggests that many of them 
had never intended to permit a dissolution of the Union, 
but had offered their proposal in the confident assurance 
that the South would reject it. Furthermore, the prompt- 
ness with which some of them dropped the voluntary sepa- 
ration plan as soon as the possibility of compromise had 
been eliminated, seems to indicate that aversion to com- 
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promise rather than aversion to war would have induced 
a preference for disunion, if anything would have. In 
short, the Jong-standing Republican disbelief of secession 
led partisans to believe that coercion would not be neces- 
sary, and could be safely abjured. At the same time, the 
long-standing Republican hostility to compromise led 
them to emphasize their antipathy by declaring that even 
the most obnoxious alternative—disunion—would be 
preferable.” 

Ultimately, this “peaceable separation” policy came to 
nought, and historians have tended to pass over it casually. 
But in the initial burst of secession excitement, there were 
Republican editors in plenty who wrote as if they were 
becoming reconciled to a voluntary dissolution. During 
November and early December, every great city of the 
North had at least one Republican newspaper which voiced 
this attitude. In Boston, the Advertiser advocated dissolu- 
tion as an alternative to bloodshed. In New York, the 
World maintained the same position less consistently, and 
the Times, under Henry J. Raymond, assumed a similar 
attitude for a brief period, but soon fell to denouncing 
its own abandoned policy as “the most mischievous non- 
sense,” inasmuch as South Carolina would “be compelled 
to yield.”’® Meanwhile, Greeley’s T'ribune expressed an 
unwillingness to live in “a Republic whereof one section 
is pinned to the residue by bayonets.” In the same editorial 
it declared, “If the Cotton States shall become satisfied 
that they can do better out of the Union than in it, we 
insist on letting them go in peace.”** The objectives of 
the T'ribune were, in fact, much more complex than this 
statement indicated, and the qualifying phrases went far 
to nullify the entire declaration. But public attention fixed 
upon the phrase “‘go in peace,” and the T'ribwne took rank 


12. For a more extensive discussion of the complex motives and the 
underlying significance of the peaceable secession movement, insofar 
as it was exemplified by the New York Tribune, see David M. Potter, 
“Horace Greeley and Peaceable Secession,” in Journal of Southern 
History (May, 1941), VII, 145-159. 

13. See footnote 16, below. 

14. New York Tribune, Nov. 9, 1860. 
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as the foremost defender of peaceable separation. This 
distinction might better have been accorded to the Phila- 
delphia Daily News which declared, some weeks before the 
election, that dissolution would be preferable to war. 
The Republican journals of Cincinnati likewise seemed 
little disposed toward combat, for the Press and the Daily 
Commercial consistently opposed coercion until the end of 
the year, while the Daily Gazette alternated between de- 
mands that the South strive for dissolution “in a consti- 
tutional way” and that the laws against treason be in- 
voked. The most influential paper in Indiana was the 
Indianapolis Daily Journal, and it asserted categorically 
that South Carolina ought to be permitted to leave the 
Union, whether her complaints seemed valid or not. In 
Illinois, the Chicago Tribune, already powerful, was less 
pacific in its tone, but it definitely flirted with the proposal 
‘of peaceful dissolution. In the wake of these journalistic 
leviathans, numbers of smaller dailies, weeklies, and semi- 
weeklies followed. Altogether, there appeared to be a large 
body of Republicans who were reconciled to disunion.'® 

In fact, however, the proposal of voluntary separation 
was never intended as an affirmative policy. Jn its origin, it 
was partly a negative expression of hostility to union- 
through-compromise, and partly a nominal abandonment 
of force in a situation where few could conceive that the 

15. Philadelphia Daily News, Aug. 20, 1860, cited in Lowery, Northern 
Opinion of Approaching Secession, p. 248. 

16. Howard Cecil Perkins, editor, Northern Editorials on Secession 
(New York, 1942), I, 332-879, contains a section on “Peaceable Separa- 
tion,” with the texts of twenty editorials. Perkins’ admirable collection 
appeared in print too late to be fully utilized in this study. Prior to 
publishing his Vorthern Editorials, however, Dr. Perkins wrote a Ph.D. 
dissertation (Yale) on “The Northern Press on Approaching Civil War,” 
and to this he generously allowed me access. In his thesis, the following 
citations are relevant: Boston Advertiser, Nov. 12, 1860 (p. 130); New 
York World, Feb. 15, 1861 (p. 129); New York Times (p. 87 and p. 129) ; 
Cincinnati Press, Nov. 18 (p. 119); Cincinnati Daily Commercial, Dec. 13 
(p. 117); Cincinnati Daily Gazette, Jan. 10 (p. 70, and for coercionist 
editorial Dec. 26, same page); Indianapolis Daily Journal, Dec. 7 (p. 
44); Chicago Tribune, Dec. 13 (p. 101). In a similar vein were editorials 
of Republican organs in Springfield, Mass., New Haven, Conn., Akron 


and Columbus, O., Lafayette and Logansport, Ind., and other places (pp. 
112, 128-132). 
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disunion movement might be formidable enough to require 
force. 

As regards the connection between complaisance toward 
disunion and opposition to compromise, it is very sugges- 
tive to note that the most violent enemies of slavery were 
also the promptest advocates of voluntary dissolution. 
William Lloyd Garrison declared publicly that “all Union- 
saving efforts are simply idiotic,” and privately, “I fer- 
vently trust this pro-slavery Union is broken beyond the 
possibility of restoration by Northern compromises.”’* On 
this topic, as on others, Garrison outdid everyone in the 
extremism of his speech, but many other opponents of 
slavery shared his feeling. This was especially true in the 
abolitionist intellectual circles of Massachusetts, where 
E. Rockwood Hoar, Charles Eliot Norton, Samuel Grid- 
ley Howe, James Freeman Clarke, Rev. John Pierpont, 
and Henry W. Longfellow all seem to have entertained the 
idea of peaceable dissolution. Charles Sumner apparently 
took a similar view, though political exigencies inhibited 
him from stating it openly.** Other notables who viewed 
disunion with complacency were Henry Ward Beecher’® 
and John Greenleaf Whittier, whose sonnet, “A Thought 
for the Hour” suggested a policy: 


Pity, forgive, but urge them back no more 
Who, drunk with passion, flaunt disunion’s rag . . .”° 


17. The Liberator, Jan. 4, 1861, and Garrison to Oliver Johnson, 
Jan. 19, 1861, in [W. P. Garrison], Garrison, IV, 3. 

18. For Longfellow, see Samuel Longfellow, editor, Life of Henry 
Wadsworth Longfellow, With Extracts from his Journals and Cor- 
respondence (Boston, 1891), II, 409; for Howe, Clarke, and Pierpont, 
see Edward L. Pierce, Memoir and Letters of Charles Sumner (Boston, 
1893), IV, 5; for Sumner, see White, “Charles Sumner and the Crisis,” 
in Essays in Honor of ... Dodd, pp. 131-193; for Hoar and Norton, 
see ibid., p. 150. Miss White also regards James Russell Lowell as a 
potential separationist because he wrote, “If the Republicans stand 
firm, we shall be saved, even at the cost of disunion.” But in the same 
letter he rejoiced that Massachusetts was about to “be instantly put 
on a war footing.” This is a good example of the prevalent equivoca- 
tion, which made it possible to classify men either as coercionists or as 
separationists. Charles Eliot Norton, editor, Letters of James Russell 
Lowell (New York, 1894), I, 308. 

19. Address of Beecher, Nov. 27, in New York Tribune, Nov. 30, 1860. 

20. John Greenleaf Whittier, Writings (Riverside ed., Boston, 1888- 
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Further evidence that ostensible willingness to separate 
was, essentially, reluctance to compromise, appears from 
the later conduct of those who had advocated peaceable 
secession. For, as the prospect of compromise faded and 
the prospect of war grew imminent, the Unionism of the 
abolitionists and their sympathizers grew militant. Garri- 
son gloried in a war against slavery in which the issue of 
Union was only a “verbal and technical” casus belli;?! 
Greeley’s T'ribune urged the Federal armies prematurely 
“Forward to Richmond!””* From this, one may fairly infer 
that the Northern publicists who, for a brief time, bespoke 
the cause of voluntary dissolution, advocated it only as an 
alternative to compromise and not as a principle of action. 
When the choice lay between dissolution and war, all ac- 
cepted armed conflict; some welcomed it. 

A second factor which led Northern leaders to speak 
of dissolution with such misleading glibness was their 
continued belief that the South would not put them to 
the test. Mistaking the secession movement for a mere 
angry ebullition, they cheerfully supposed that patience 
and tact alone would suffice to mollify it. From this stand- 
point, it appeared to them that threats of coercion would 
only serve to inflame the Southern temper, “fire the South- 
ern heart,” and strengthen the Southern radicals; whereas 
a show of acquiescence might allay the Southern fear of 
aggression, remind the South of the fellowship that had 
existed in the Union, and give Southern Unionists an op- 
portunity to rally their forces. Inasmuch as the South was 
almost unanimous in upholding the theoretical right of 
secession, it obviously behooved the friends of Union to 
avoid offering challenge on a point so tender. That they 
were aware of this aspect of the matter, and had for some 
years been aware of it, is evident from the language of 
the T'ribune as early as 1854: “Instead of bolting the door 
in alarm, and calling for help to guard it, in case the 


1889), III, 218-219. This poem was dated Jan. 16, 1861, and published 
in The Liberator, Feb. 8, 1861. 

21. The Liberator, May 20, 1861, as quoted by [W. P. Garrison], 
Garrison, LV, 23. 

22. New York Tribune, June 26, 1861, and thereafter. 
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South should hereafter threaten to walk out of the Union, 
we would hold it politely open and suggest to the depart- 
ing the policy of minding his eye and buttoning his coat 
well under his chin preparatory to facing the rough 
weather outside. And this, we insist, is the true mode of 
reducing his paroxysms and causing him to desist from 
such raw-headed demonstrations in [the] future.” 

A program such as this one, proposing nothing more 
than the use of tactful language and the avoidance of 
threats, was clearly based on a belief that secession would, 
if let alone, subside of itself. Greeley continued to believe 
this and, when the crisis came, he emphatically rejected all 
compulsory devices for saving the Union, because he em- 
phatically believed that the South would need no compul- 
sion. Perhaps he acted upon this view of things without 
fully analyzing his own motives, and, therefore, without 
deliberate dissembling. But it is significant that, in the 
pages of the T'ribune, proffers of voluntary disunion are 
frequently paralleled by assurances that no such offer 
would be accepted. Thus, at the very time when the T'ribune 
was asserting a qualified willingness to dissolve the Union, 
it was also assuring its readers that “‘we are convinced that 
the agitation raised in the South will gradually and surely 
subside into peace.”’** In the eyes of the Tribune, the seces- 
sionist newspapers were “silly, gasconading journals,” 
and South Carolina, it was predicted, would shrink from 
the “solitary plunge.”** On November 20, Greeley’s paper 
expressed the opinion that “the great majority” of South- 
erners did not mean to dissolve the Union. ‘They simply 
mean to bully the Free States into concessions.”** 

Without denying a modicum of confused sincerity to 
the movement for peaceable separation, it is possible, then, 
to say with some degree of assurance that the spokesmen 
of the movement were motivated chiefly by an ulterior 


23. New York Tribune, May 2, 1854. 

24, Ibid., Nov. 9, 1860. 

25. Ibid., Nov. 8, 1860. 

26. Ibid., Nov. 15, 1860. 27. [bid., Nov. 20, 1860. 
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purpose to soothe the anger of the South and the alarm 
of the North, thus preventing rash action by one and 
panicky concession by the other. To achieve these ends, 
disingenuous proposals of separation were made in the 
false expectation that fulfillment would never be de- 
manded. Viewed in this connection, the significance 
of the peaceable secession movement is a curious one. The 
go-in-peace program probably never achieved a place in 
the realm of practicable solutions. It was, in this sense, 
largely illusory. But, like other illusions, it bore great 
importance. For it constantly obscured the clarity of the 
true alternatives—compromise or war. Whenever compro- 
mise was urged as the unpleasant alternative, but still the 
only alternative, to arms and blood, opponents could reply 
that it were better to separate than to concede. This reply 
blunted the argument for compromise and deflected it from 
its mark. It concealed the imminence of the crisis, and dis- 
suaded a bewildered people from choosing between two re- 
pugnant courses. They chose neither, and to make no 
choice was to choose war. This was the chief significance 
of the ambiguous and hollow talk of peaceable secession. 
The fictitious go-in-peace alternative continued to obscure 
the situation until the occasion for compromise had passed 
and war remained as the only means by which the Union 
could be maintained. 


Despite Republican indifference to the secession crisis 
and Republican hostility to the practice of compromise, 
events were soon to force the question of compromise upon 
the party. For there existed, outside of party ranks, a tra- 
dition of compromise, deep-rooted and powerful. Coeval 
in origin with the Constitution itself, this policy of com- 
promise had been used to heal every major sectional dis- 
pute in the history of the Republic. It reconciled the 
claims of a slaveholding South and a non-slaveholding 
North as to the representation of slaves in 1787; it drew 
the line 36° 30’ between these same forces when they con- 
tested for control of the Louisiana Territory in 1820; 
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it prevented the collision of Nullification Ordinance and 
Force Bill in 1833; and it adjusted the conflicting claims 
which racked the country in 1850. For every compromise 
adopted dozens of others had been proposed, and plans 
of adjustment sprang up, as if by reflex action, from every 
violent agitation. 

This tradition of compromise was especially powerful 
in the Border states. There it commanded the primary al- 
legiance of almost all politicians, whatever their party 
labels might be. The old followers of Henry Clay made 
conciliation their paramount policy, and it would not be 
too much to say that they constituted a distinct com- 
promise party. When this party proposed John Bell for 
the presidency in 1860, with no platform save “the Con- 
stitution and the Union,” it was with no purpose to shirk 
the issues of the day, but to stress the complete subordina- 
tion of these issues to a single-minded policy of saving 
the Union. Compared with this great objective, all other 
issues were of negligible importance and would be settled 
in any way which gave promise of maintaining the Fed- 
eral relationship. 

For the six years prior to Lincoln’s election, however, 
the compromise party had been forced to forego efforts 
for definitive compromise. The violent antagonism be- 
tween the sections made legislative agreement virtually 
impossible. The South brandished the Dred Scott decision 
and resolved to open all territories to slavery, while North- 
ern majorities supported the Republicans in their policy of 
complete exclusion. As time passed, the assault on Sumner, 
Bleeding Kansas, the Lecompton contest, the literary in- 
cendiarism of Hinton Helper and Mrs. Stowe, and the 
raid at Harpers Ferry intensified sectional discord and 
destroyed every possibility of reconciling divergent sec- 
tional policies. 

In these circumstances, it was fruitless to propose legis- 
lative compromise and none was seriously attempted. But 
this does not mean that the spirit of compromise had with- 
ered under the cross-fire between North and South. It 
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means, rather, that as the conciliators despaired of nego- 
tiating an agreement they labored instead to banish the 
slavery question from Congress, and to elect moderate 
men to public office. To denationalize the slavery issue, 
they proposed to leave each territory free to choose for 
itself, or, as they expressed it, to exercise the right of 
“popular sovereignty.” While thus excluding the slavery 
issue from the legislative branch of government, they also 
strove to exclude sectionalism from the executive branch 
by securing the election to the presidency of men who 
commanded appreciable support in every part of the coun- 
try. Thus, many Whigs in 1856 deserted their own candi- 
date, Fillmore, and supported the Democrat, Buchanan, 
solely for the purpose of defeating Frémont and averting 
the crisis which his election would have caused.” Similarly, 
the moderates of 1860 gave strenuous support to the cam- 
paigns of Bell and Douglas. This ad hominem method suc- 
ceeded, for a time, in forestalling the crisis, and it may 
well be that the defeat of Frémont had averted a sectional 
conflict quite as effectively as any of the Clay compromises. 
But peace maintained on such a basis was little more than 
an armed truce, for the Union became, in effect, a federal- 
ization of two divergent sections under an executive ac- 
ceptable to both. Should this precarious executive ambi- 
dexterity be disturbed, the Union itself would be jeopar- 
dized. 

The election of Lincoln produced exactly this effect. 
There were some who hoped to temporize a little longer, 
reminding the South that she still held a veto in the Senate, 
and urging that Lincoln be trusted until he should commit 
an “overt act.” But the election itself was overt enough 
to unloose the fire-eaters, and South Carolina’s haste im- 
posed upon the moderates the task of improvising at once 
a compromise more extensive than any that had been 


28. The campaign literature of the election of 1856 contained long lists 
of Whigs who entered the Democratic ranks in order to secure the elec- 
tion of a moderate. For titles of relevant campaign pamphlets, see 
above, p. 2, note 8, and p. 3, note 9. 
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formulated in the previous six decades. Yet hopeless as 
this seemed, it was made easier, paradoxically, by the same 
factor which made it necessary—that is, by the very im- 
minence of the crisis. As disunion loomed up, nationalistic 
pride could be expected to assert itself, and in many cases 
to override partisan zeal and sectional principles. It was 
the task of the moderates, therefore, to sponsor measures 
to evoke the full tide of Union sentiment, while arousing 
sectional bias as little as possible. 

. It was their task, more particularly, to win some de- 
gree of Republican support. For the Republican party 
was in every sense at the center of the problem. The crisis 
was precipitated by Republican victory, and secession re- 
sulted from fear of Republican aggressions. Fear thus ex- 
cited could be allayed, if at all, by none but the Republi- 
cans who had aroused it; concessions in the moment of 
victory could be given by none but the Republicans who 
had won it; promises of forbearance in the administration 
could be fulfilled only by the Republicans who would con- 
trol it; and proposed compromises could be enacted into 
law or embedded in the Constitution only by legislative 
majorities which were Republican in the Federal House of 
Representatives, and in both houses of fourteen of the 
eighteen free state legislatures.*® In short, the future lay 
with the Republicans, and without their active support 
compromise would be impossible. No proposal of adjust- 
ment could have any efficacy except insofar as it secured 
Republican endorsement. 

Despite the importance of Republican approbation as a 
prerequisite to the success of any compromise scheme, it 
is not of record that anyone waited to consult Republican 
wishes. Instead, men of good will in astonishing numbers 
began, immediately after Lincoln’s election, to flood the 
country with formulas for healing all sectional dissen- 


29. New York Herald, Nov. 25, 1860, contains data on state legisla- 
tures, showing Republican majorities in both houses of all free state 
legislatures except those of California, Oregon, New Jersey, and 
Rhode Island. 
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sion. These proposals achieved infinite variety. Some were 
brief and simple, others lengthy and involved ; some realis- 
tic, others visionary; some superficial, others drastic and 
far-reaching. During the autumn and winter months of 
1860-1861, an untold number of such plans appeared. 
Most of them gained little currency, but a few received 
the concentrated attention of the entire country.®° 

In this multiplicity of proposals, it is impossible to as- 
sign priority to any one. But it is certain that the first 
preceded Lincoln’s election, for there were reports in Bal- 
timore before November 2 that leading men of the Bell and 
Breckinridge factions had agreed to urge the withdrawal 
of the Gulf states from the Union and the subsequent meet- 
ing of all the states in a constitutional convention.*! This 
may have been intended to bring maximum pressure upon 
the North, in a genuine effort to revitalize the Union; 
again, it may have been designed as a soporific to lull 
Southern Unionists into secession. Secession first, negotia- 
tion afterward, is a rather questionable manner of com- 
promising, but on its face, at least, the Baltimore pro- 
posal looked to the ultimate perpetuation of Federal union. 

An important variation on this plan emanated from 
Unionists of Richmond within four days after Lincoln’s 
election. This scheme definitely excluded any hasty resort 
to secession, and yet, at the same time, showed a proper 
appreciation of the depth of Southern feeling, and of the 
necessity of substantial concessions if the South were to 
be appeased. The Richmond plan provided for a conven- 
tion of the Southern states to formulate Southern de- 
mands, while maintaining their place in the Union. After 

30. A great variety of compremise proposals is to be found in the 
files of the New York Herald and New York Times throughout the 
crisis. Correspondents of Franklin Pierce and of Martin Van Buren 
were also prolific of plans which are preserved in the letter files of 
the recipients, now in the Library of Congress. The papers of John 
J. Crittenden, also in the Library of Congress, teem with compromise 
suggestions by correspondents throughout the country. 

31. New York Herald, Nov. 5 (Baltimore, Nov. 2), 1860. Also Nov. 


9. In connection with this, see New York Times, Nov. 15, account of a 
speech by Mayor Swann of Baltimore urging a national convention. 
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the minimum Southern demands were thus determined, 
they were to be presented to a national constitutional con- 
vention which would, presumably, ratify them as amend- 
ments.*” 

This proposal was sponsored by Unionists at Rich- 
mond. Their plan showed, in dramatic fashion, how rapid 
had been the growth of ultraism in the months preceding, 
for in the previous winter South Carolina and Mississippi 
had begged Virginia to join in a convention, and had been 
repulsed by the conservatives. Within a year, these same 
conservatives took up the rejected program only to find 
that its former champions had advanced to a far more ex- 
treme position.** 

As compared with the Baltimore and Richmond pro- 
posals, however, there were numerous advantages to be 
secured by holding a convention under the terms of the 
Constitution, which specifies (Article Five) that Con- 
gress may, by a two-thirds vote in both houses, call a con- 
vention to propose amendments to the Constitution, sub- 
ject to ratification by the requisite number of states. Such 
a convention would have enjoyed an impressive Constitu- 
tional sanction to which the conventions proposed in Balti- 
more and Richmond would have had no claim. Certainly, 
also, it would have commanded great public respect. It is 
not strange, therefore, that, within a week after the elec- 
tion, Washington gossiped of a constitutional convention 
which would be recommended to Congress by President 
Buchanan in his annual message.** 

None of these conventions ever materialized, and none 
of their proponents ever produced any convincing evi- 


32. New York Herald, Nov. 11 (Richmond, Nov. 10), 1860. Also 
Nov. 14, 18. 

33. Another type of convention, proposed as early as December 4, 
was that of the Border states, both Northern and Southern. This pro- 
posal was predicated on the theory that the thoroughgoing Unionists 
of these states might act as intermediaries between New England and 
the deep South, and might even exert pressure upon the extremists 
of these sections. New York Times, Dec. 10 (Louisville, Dec. 4), 1860. 

34, New York Herald, Noy. 11 (Washington, Nov. 10), 1860. 
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dence that they would be able to discover a basis for com- 
promise, if convened. They won no favor with the Repub- 
licans, and were, therefore, not practicable. But the pro- 
posal of such meetings did indicate that certain minds 
turned back to the compromise tradition almost in the 
moment of Lincoln’s election. As increasing numbers of 
people joined in this discussion of compromise, it became 
progressively more difficult for the Republicans to ignore 
the question themselves. 

For several days after the election, however, the Repub- 
licans appeared completely oblivious to the crisis. They 
continued to insist, as they had so long insisted, that there 
was no cause for concern, no crisis which needed to be 
averted, no antagonisms which required adjustment. 
Three days after South Carolina called her convention, 
the New York Times reported that “disunion sentiment 
is rapidly losing ground in the South” and commented 
editorially: ‘There seems to be a great panic about dis- 
union. We cannot, for the life of us, see the least founda- 
tion for it. Our Southern brethren talk loudly about 
secession,—but they have done little else for the last ten 
Wears. Lael" 

For scme time thereafter, the Times avoided any direct 
admission of the existence of a crisis, and even carried 
occasional dispatches which minimized the danger of 
secession.*® But on November 14 it published an editorial 
which indicated a sudden sense of the gravity of affairs. 
This editorial was one of the first compromise proposals 
—if not the very first—to issue from the Republican 
camp. It was not sweeping, nor, in the outcome, important, 
but it was the first outstanding evidence of conciliatory 
spirit in the Republican ranks, and it came from a leading 
Republican organ. Less brilliantly edited and less widely 
read than the T'ribwne, the Times was nevertheless a pow- 
erful journal. It followed a steadier course than Greeley’s 
paper, and it derived strength from the fact that its words 


85. New York Times, Nov. 13, 1860. 
36. Ibid., Dec. 8 (Washington, Dec. 7), 1860. 
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were often inspired by William H. Seward. In Henry J. 
Raymond, it possessed one of the foremost editors of the 
century. 

This periodical broached the ticklish question of seces- 
sion on November 14, in a long editorial on the Fugitive 
Slave Law. Recognizing that the South was entitled to 
property protection, and justified in complaining of the 
obstacles which were placed in the way of enforcement, 
this editorial at the same time insisted that Northern 
aversion to man-hunting could not be ignored. Yet was 
there no way, the Times queried, to protect the slave- 
holder from loss without violating the moral sentiment of 
the North? “There is one plan .. . ,” it replied. “It is 
simply to provide by law for paying to the slaveholders 
the value of their fugitive slaves, instead of restoring 
them.” Pursuing this idea, the Times estimated in detail 
that the cost would be about $1,000,000 per annum—a 
cheap price if it would end wrangling on this subject. The 
editorial did not speak of danger to the Union, nor of the 
necessity of conciliating the South. But it concluded by 
suggesting that the proposed measure would demonstrate 
“a spirit of compromise and conciliation which, at the 
present moment, would be of incalculable value to the 
cause of Union.”*? 

In these words, the Tmes signified its awareness of the 
crisis. In the same words, it renounced the Republican 
policy of ignoring all Southern threats. The fugitive 
slave proposal was supported by the Times for several 
weeks in subsequent editorials, and it furnished material 
for a lively skirmish with the News, the Herald, and the 
Journal of Commerce, and with papers outside of New 
York. But it never received serious consideration ; it was 
unsatisfactory to the South because, through taxation, it 
would have caused the slaveowners to pay part of the com- 
pensation for their own slaves, and because it only touched 
one minor issue among a host of causes of sectional dis- 


37. New York Times, Nov. 14, 1860. 
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cord, But it did have significance as a first sign of Repub- 
lican anxiety, a first impulse in the direction of concilia- 
tion. The Baltimore Exchange was quick to see in this 
editorial a plain manifestation that “the T'imes begins 
to feel that a dangerous crisis in National affairs has at 
length been reached.’’*® 
As a straw in the wind, the Times pronouncement was 
notable; as a proposed basis of compromise it was not. No 
conceivable settlement of the fugitive-slave question could 
have conciliated the sections, so long as other issues re- 
mained unsettled. For there still remained questions of 
slavery in the District of Columbia, slavery in the Federal 
forts and arsenals of the South, the transportation of 
slaves in free states, the interstate slave trade, and even 
the African slave trade. Most of all, there remained, tower- 
ing above these minor issues, the problem of the status of 
slavery in the territories. For the whole slavery contest had 
centered upon the status of the Federal territories. The 
territorial question had first been raised when a real empire 
was at stake, and it had continued to dominate political 
thought even after the issue was limited, in its application, 
to areas where slavery was already barred by physical 
environment. But thus reduced to an abstraction, devoid 
of tangible significance, it retained such emotional potency 
as a symbol that it remained the point of focus of all the 
political, economic, and social antagonism of the two sec- 
tions. The history of the slavery contest was a record of 
paroxysms arising from territorial rivalry, and of lulls 
following upon territorial compromise. So invariable was 
this recurrence that a cycle of slavery agitation had been 
defined. This cycle always began with the acquisition or 
opening of new territory. Such an event proved the signal 
for a conflict between slavery expansionists and exclu- 
38. For repetitions of the proposal to pay indemnity for fugitive 
slaves, see ibid., Nov. 17, 27, Dec. 3. 
For attacks on this proposal on ground that slaveholders would be, 
indirectly, paying a part of their own indemnity, see ibid., Nov. 17, 


quoting Baltimore Exchange. For opposition of New York News, New 
York Herald, and New York Journal of Commerce, see Times, Noy. 16. 
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sionists. As the violence of their contest increased so far 
as to threaten the security of the country, moderates and 
Unionists became alarmed and intervened to impose some 
sort of territorial adjustment, whereupon the excitement 
diminished and the country lapsed into a period of rela- 
tive quiet. 

This had first occurred in 1820, when Missouri’s appli- 
cation for statehood precipitated a struggle to exclude 
slavery throughout the region of the Louisiana Purchase. 
This flare-up was settled by the first Missouri Compro- 
mise, which admitted slavery below, and excluded it above, 
the parallel 36° 30’, and gave to this imaginary line a po- 
litical significance far exceeding that of any natural land- 
mark in America. After that, the question did not again 
present itself in acute form until the acquisition of clear 
title to Oregon and the conquest of the Southwest reopened 
the territorial question on a grand scale.** On this occasion, 
the congressional battle lasted for more than four years, 
and the moderates were taxed to the utmost to devise a 
compromise formula.*® Quite naturally, they sought again 
to apply the compromise line which had proved so satis- 
factory in 1820, and the Senate actually voted, 33 to 21, 
to extend the Missouri line to the Pacific.** In the House, 


39. While the annexation of Texas and other events had kept the 
slavery issue alive, they had not presented any questions of territorial 
status, and they had not culminated jn a crisis. 

40. The contest began on Aug. 8, 1846, with the introduction of the 
Wilmot Proviso by the exclusionists. The extensionists replied on Feb. 
19, 1847, with a set of resolutions by Calhoun, denying the authority 
of Congress to restrict slavery in the territories. These opposing forces 
continued to struggle with each other until the passage of Clay’s com- 
promise measures. The last of these passed on Sep. 9, 1850. 

41. No sooner was the Wilmot Proviso introduced into the House, 
Aug. 8, 1846, than William W. Wick, of Ind., proposed a measure to 
extend the Missouri Compromise line. This motion was rejected by a 
vote of 54 to 89, without a roll call. Cong. Globe, 29th Cong., Ist sess., 
p. 1217. 

Two years later, in the Senate, Stephen A. Douglas proposed, as a 
modification of another bill, an amendment to extend the Missouri 
Compromise line. This measure passed, Aug. 10, 1848, by a vote of 
33 to 21. Northern senators opposed the measure, and none supported 
it except Douglas of Ill. Bright and Hannegan of Ind., Cameron and 
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however, Northern members offered virtually unanimous 
opposition, and the measure was defeated by a vote of 82 
to 121. The Senate thereupon receded, and agitation 
continued until Henry Clay succeeded in pushing through 
a piecemeal compromise which admitted California as a 
free state and organized the territories of Utah and New 
Mexico without restrictions on slavery. Once more, har- 
mony was restored. It was disturbed again, in 1854, not 
by the acquisition of new territory, but by the reopening 
of the slave question in the Louisiana Purchase Area. As 
part of a plan for organizing the territories of Kansas 
and Nebraska, Stephen A. Douglas proposed the re- 
peal of the Missouri Compromise and carried his measure 
against bitter opposition.** From the hour of its passage, 
a renewed territorial question produced violent sectional 
antagonism, and, on this occasion, the moderates were 
helpless. The Republicans anathematized Douglas, but 


Sturgeon of Pa., Dickinson of N. Y., and Fitzgerald of Mich. Slave 
state senators were solidly in favor of the measure, and none voted 
against it. Calhoun of S. C. and Westcott of Fla. regarded the measure 
as unconstitutional, but voted for it as the alternative to the section 
to be amended, which they also regarded as unconstitutional. They later 
registered their constitutional objections by voting against the bill into 
which the amendment had been inserted. Cong. Globe, 30th Cong., Ist 
sess., p. 1061. 
42. Ibid., p. 1062-1063, Aug. 11, 1848. Division as follows: 


yeas nays 

Free states 3 119 
Slave states 79 2 
82 121 


43. The vote to recede was 29 to 25. All free state senators affirmative, 
all slave state senators negative, except Benton of Mo., Houston of 
Tex., and Spruance of Dei., who were affirmative. Aug. 12, 1848. Ibid., 
p- 1078. 

44. The division on the Kansas-Nebraska Act follows (ibid., 33rd 
Cong., Ist sess., pp. 532, 1254, The votes were taken on Mar. 3, and 


May 22, 1854.): 


Senate House 
Yeas Nays Yeas Nays 
Free states 14 12 44 91 
Slave states 23 2 69 9 


37 14 113 100 
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at the same time they refused to restore the compromise 
which they cursed him for undoing. In 1856, efforts to 
revise the 36° 30’ line failed miserably.* 

Thus the Missouri Compromise line appeared to have 
been renounced by both sides, even before the Dred Scott 
decision. That ruling struck a posthumous blow at it by 
declaring it unconstitutional. The old compact went under 
a legal cloud and for four years it appeared to be an 
utterly dead issue. Yet even at its lowest ebb it was still a 
talisman which had stilled one sectional storm, which, 
being violated, had precipitated another, and which had 
been regarded as sacrosanct for a generation. With such 
a tradition behind it, it could not entirely lose its magic. 
Inevitably, therefore, in any great national crisis, despair- 
ing Unionists would turn once more to the remedy which 
had, at one time, given peace to the Republic. Further, it 
was inevitable that the acuteness of the danger would 
rally many supporters who normally spurned such mod- 
eration. Thus the logic of events in 1860 promised that the 
moderates would once again seek a territorial adjustment, 
and that, in all probability, their middle ground would be 
traversed by the line 36° 30’. 

It is not strange, therefore, that, within two weeks 
after Lincoln’s election, the Missouri Compromise was 
once again the subject of gossip in Washington, where its 
revival was vaguely assigned to the sponsorship of “‘lead- 
ing men.’’*® 

The whole thing was still in the stage of mere rumor, 
however, when it suddenly received endorsement from a 
source so high that it promptly assumed major signifi- 


45. On motion of Representative George G. Dunn of Ind., that the 
Missouri Compromise ought to be restored, the House voted, Jan. 26, 
1856, in the aflirmative, 101 to 100. On June 30, Representative Dunn 
secured the passage of an amendment to a substitute, by which amend- 
ment the repeal of the Missouri Compromise was repealed. This carried 
by a vote of 109 to 102, but the substitute to which it had been attached 
was then rejected by a vote of 2 to 210. This vote shows quite clearly 
that the Northern members were glad to berate the repeal but unwill- 
ing to undo it. Cong. Globe, 34th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 301, 15138, 1515, 
and appendix, pp. 957—960. 

46. New York Times, Nov. 19 (Washington, Nov. 18), 1860. 
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cance, and so purely Republican that it automatically 
acquired some prospect of success. This support came un- 
expectedly from Thurlow Weed, through his Albany 
Evening Journal. The fame of Weed has grown shadowy 
in the twentieth century, but to his contemporaries he was 
a great power, if not a great man. Awe-inspired politicians 
knew him as America’s most formidable political boss. 
Thurlow Weed was a man who, when asked if he knew a 
certain senator, could snort, “Know him! I created him.” 
Weed had been a maker of presidents—both Harrison and 
Taylor owed their elections largely to him. Furthermore, 
he was the political partner, and even the alter ego, of 
William H. Seward. Seward owed his senatorship, his 
political independence, and his freedom from routine po- 
litical cares entirely to Weed’s painstaking political 
guardianship. Weed, therefore, shared Seward’s prestige, 
as Seward shared Weed’s power, and each exercised the 
full strength of their partnership. In addition to the 
prestige which he drew from this political combination, 
Weed also possessed great influence as a spokesman of the 
propertied interests of New York City—the commercial 
powers which constituted the Wall Street of his day. 
Therefore, when he spoke, it was not as an Albany editor 
to his townsfolk, but as one of the most powertul figures 
in the Republican party. 

As a Republican leader, Weed had shown characteristic 
partisan scorn of the secession threat.*’ He had evinced 
a Jacksonian dogmatism in asserting that the Union “must 
and shall be preserved,”** and a readiness to threaten 
hanging as his remedy for disunion.*® At the same time, 
his skepticism of the whole movement led him, as late as 

47. See above, p. 11. 

48, Albany Evening Journal, Dec. 6, 1859, as cited in Lowery, North- 
ern Opinion of Approaching Secession, p. 197. Note, however, that the 
Journal was not altogether consistent in this matter, and on Dec. 3, 
1859, it had remarked that “When a Republican President is elected 
those who wish to go out of the Union can do so.” 

49. Albany Evening Journal, Nov. 2, 1860. “The fire-eaters say that 
they will dissolve the Union if Lincoln is elected; and that they will 


‘laugh to scorn’ all the efforts he may make to prevent them. If they 
‘laugh, it will be because they are ticklish about the neck.” 
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November 10, 1860, to burlesque disunion in a mock- 
heroic account of the secession of Coney Island, where 
local patriots were represented as swearing that, “The 
sons of Coney Island will stand upon their arms, and vin- 
dicate in blood, if they must, their natural and constitu- 
tional rights.”°° 

But on November 18, while still disavowing any Repub- 
lican responsibility for the crisis, he announced that he 
had instituted “a rigid personal inquiry into our own 
course and conduct toward the South.’’*! At the time, and 
for ten days thereafter, he found nothing to repent except 
the endorsement, two years before, of Helper’s Impending 
Crisis, but on November 22 he admitted that the Union 
sentiment in the South had been overawed, and that it 
needed encouragement from friends of Union elsewhere.*? 

By this time, Weed’s serious tone and his anxiety to be 
fair showed that the crisis had impressed him deeply. He 
had made no positive overtures to the South, but his whole 
attitude suggested that he refrained not because of unwill- 
ingness to make offers, but because of uncertainty as to 
how they would be received.”* South Carolina was so evi- 
dently unwilling to negotiate that friendly gestures in 
her direction were bootless. But so soon as Union sentiment 
in the South should express itself, Weed stood ready to 
encourage it.”* 


50. Ibid., Nov. 10, 1860. 51. Ibid., Nov. 12, 1860. 

52. [bid., Nov. 22, 1860. 
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In this receptive attitude, he very quickly found the 
expression of Union sentiment which he was seeking. He 
learned that resolutions had been introduced into the 
Georgia legislature demanding the repeal of Personal 
Liberty Laws and the enactment of laws to protect slavery 
in the territories, as conditions precedent to Georgia’s re- 
maining in the Union. Taking these resolutions as a text, 
he redeemed his two-day-old promise to encourage 
Unionism in the South, and, by a startling editorial on 
November 24, he brought the question of territorial com- 
promise into the open and set most of the Republican 
press in an uproar. 

“Here,” he said, alluding to the proposal from Georgia, 
“is something tangible. It suggests a basis on which nego- 
tiations can be inaugurated. South Carolina goes ahead 
without ‘rhyme or reason.’ There it is not disunion for 
cause but disunion per se.” 

Continuing in a rather mild vein, he observed that he 
would be hopeful of a solution if the sectional issue were 
approached in a spirit of good will. Turning then to the 
fugitive-slave problem, he suggested that the existing law 
—‘‘a law repugnant to manhood and honor’—might be 
replaced by an enactment arming “the Federal authorities 
with all needful powers,” and providing that counties 
where fugitives were rescued from officers by violence 
should be “liable for the value of the slaves so rescued.” 

Thus far Weed had merely offered a variation on the 
Times proposal, and, ignoring the basic territorial issue, 
had dallied with non-essentials. But, in a final dramatically 
abrupt paragraph, he came to the crux of the crisis: “And 
in regard to the other vexed question, viz: the right of 
going into the Territories with slaves, why not restore the 
Missouri Compromise Line? That secured to the South all 
Territory adapted by Soil and Climate to its ‘peculiar 
institution.’ ””°° 

That was all. The proposal was not elaborated, nor was 
it mentioned in any way for several days following. One 
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feels that Weed wrote this passage and withdrew forth- 
with into his cyclone cellar. In a single sentence, he had 
renounced the platform of his party, flouted the policies 
of all his associates, and abandoned a position which he 
had held for years. Having packed so sweeping a proposal 
into so brief a statement, he might well retire to await the 
reaction to his words. 

Allin all, the reaction was sharply adverse. The greatest 
potential force in Weed’s pronouncement lay in its possible 
effect upon his fellow-Republicans, and, among these, it 
failed decisively. There were a few notable exceptions, but 
the mass of the party responded with disfavor, if not with 
anger. Greeley’s Tribune flew promptly into opposition,”® 
and Preston King, Seward’s colleague in the Senate, wrote 
dramatically : “Dear Weed,—It cannot be done. You must 
abandon your position. . . . You and Seward should be 
among the foremost to brandish the lance and shout for 
war.’ Weed replied with restraint and good sense,’® but 
without effect, for he soon found that Republican op- 
ponents of compromise refused to be persuaded. Nowhere 
except in the financial district of New York City did his 
proposal elicit very much support.®? From August Bel- 
mont, A. T. Stewart, and other capitalists in that quarter, 
he received commendatory letters, but the general trend 
of public opinion was so adverse that an Albany observer 
reported that “no influential man agreed with Mr. Weed’s 
view and . . . it had no support in the rural districts.”© 

If there be any doubt as to the reaction of the inarticu- 
late public, there can be none as to that of the Republican 
press. It condemned Weed’s proposal unequivocally. Al- 
most at once the Rochester Democrat and the Syracuse 
Journal expressed their disapproval, and, within four days 
after making his proposal, Weed virtually conceded that 
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the public reaction was negative. He spoke editorially of 
“our dissenting friends . .. who mistrust our judg- 
ment,” expressed his consciousness of the “‘feebleness of a 
single voice in such a tempest,” admitted his foreknowledge 
that the proposal would prove “distasteful” to “our most 
valued friends,” and carefully avowed that “we think and 
speak only for ourself.’*! A little more than two weeks 
later, the trend of opinion had become so clear that Weed 
made no pretense of having any appreciable amount of 
support. On December 17, he admitted quite frankly that 
“With two or three exceptions the suggestions of the 
Evening Journal . . . have elicited from the Republican 
press in this and other states responses [that there must 
be] . . . no more compromises, no backing down. . . . 
That our views encounter the ‘vigorous resistance’ of our 
political friends causes less of surprise than of regret. 
. . . The prevalent sentiment .. . rejects all compro- 
mises.”°? 

Republican coldness to Weed was clearly evident, and 
was reported, gleefully, no doubt, by the New York 
Herald, which observed on December 6 that Weed’s posi- 
tion was execrated by all his fellow-Republican editors 
except Raymond of the Times; a few days later it re- 
corded an effort by irate Republicans to punish Weed by 
depriving him of the printing patronage of the state.™ 

Even the New York Times, though it was friendly to 
Weed,” admitted that he had been roughly handied. It 
went further than the other papers, however, to offer an 
explanation for the attitude of those who rebuked him. 
“The Evening Journal has incurred a good deal of cen- 
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sure from an influential section of the Republican Party, 
for its offers of concession. That was to have been expected, 
simply because the mass of the people do not realize, as 
thoroughly as the veteran Editor ... , the absolute neces- 
sity of such concessions, to the safety of the country and 
the success of the Republican Administration. As we have 
more than once remarked, the people in the interior do not 
believe that there is danger of disunion. . . . Naturally 
enough, therefore, they resent the suggestion that they 
are to make sacrifices or concessions . . . for the sake of 
averting an imaginary danger. . . . The relative wisdom 
of their course turns on the question whether the danger 
is Imaginary.”*® 

The Times wrote a month and a day subsequent to 
Lincoln’s election. During that interval, Republican or- 
gans, with the exception of the Times and the Evening 
Journal, had evinced little readiness to regard the danger 
otherwise than as imaginary. The tone of the Republican 
press had indicated a bellicose spirit in some quarters, a 
fatuous tendency to toy with the fictitious alternative of 
voluntary separation in others, a serious effort to grasp 
the problem and achieve a solution in almost none. Mean- 
while, party leaders had maintained a discreet silence, 
which left the whole question in a preliminary stage. 

The politicians maintained silence because they were 
awaiting the meeting of Congress. For them, the third of 
December would bring the second session of the Thirty- 
Sixth Congress. On that day, public opinion would turn 
from the scattered, preliminary new spaper discussion to 
concentrate upon the arena where policy is translated into 
law. From that day, Republican senators and representa- 
tives would face the question whether to discount the dan- 
ger, as did a majority of their partisans, or to heed the 
warnings of the small but able minority of which Raymond 
and Weed were the first spokesmen. 
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CHAPTER IV 
INTERREGNUM IN THE REPUBLICAN PARTY 


ONGRESS met on December 3, 1860. Lincoln’s 
election was not yet a month past, but events were 
moving rapidly. Five Southern states had already 

called conventions, with secession in prospect, and in 
two other states proclamations had been issued con- 
vening the legislatures in special session.1 Major Ander- 
son had written from Charleston that additional forces 
would be necessary to maintain control of the harbor 
there. All these developments had been publicized to 
the fullest. Southern political leaders united their voices 
in a universal chorus of threat or warning that seces- 
sion was imminent. These outcries, as always, were 
echoed by Democratic speakers and writers in the North. 

The din of secession had never been louder; furthermore, 
the material evidences of secession had never been more 
tangible. What had long found expression only in the 
realm of elocution, now manifested itself in terms of special 
legislative sessions, of state conventions, of financial de- 
rangements, of economic boycotts, and of military prepa- 
rations by Southern states. 

The concrete impact of these developments had, for the 
first time, made the secession threat seem rea! to two of 
the foremost Republican publicists. It had convinced 
Henry J. Raymond that “‘it is idle to deny that the seces- 
sion movement is assuming formidable proportions . . . 


1. Bills providing for state conventions passed the legislatures of 
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The governors’ proclamations appear in the New York Herald, Nov, 
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the movement is too deliberate not to be serious’; * and 
it had sobered Thurlow Weed from his parodies on the 
secession of Coney Island to the point of declaring, as an 
“earnest admonition,” that “There is imminent danger of 
the dissolution of the Union.” 

Thus the developments of an interval of less than a 
month had shaken the dogma of incredulity in two minds, 
at least. But these were minds superbly informed and 
singularly free from preconception and wishful thinking. 
Other minds, less informed or more indoctrinated, were not 
so quick to sense the crisis. Not only in the Republican 
party, but throughout the North in general, the public 
was very slow to perceive that the Southern movement was 
more than another episode in the sham battle of party 
warfare. The observation of Henry Adams affords strik- 
ing illustration of this fact. “At the beginning of Decem- 
ber,” he declared, “the country was in a condition of utter 
disorganization. A new question had been sprung upon it 
before men had had time to discover where they stood, or 
what the danger really was, or indeed whether any real 
danger in fact existed. In the extreme North the belief 
was general that the whole trouble was only sheer panic, 
which would be short-lived as it was violent. . . . In the 
middle states, however, there was great alarm.’”* 

Other witnesses, who surpassed Adams in age and ex- 
perience, agreed with him in his observation. Henry J. 
Raymond, whom Adams admired as a “man of the world,” 
reiterated in the New York Times, early in December, a 
conviction that he had already “more than once re- 
marked,” namely, that “the people in the interior do not 
believe that there is danger of disunion.’°® To the same 
effect, Amos A. Lawrence, a distinguished Bostonian, be- 
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heved late in December that “nine out of ten of our people 
would laugh if told that blood must be shed.’ Later in 
the winter, a resident of New York gained the impression, 
which he recorded years after, that, “While war was much 
talked of at this time, there were not many who really be- 
heved that it was coming.” In Washington, Senator 
Seward’s son, Frederick, found that thinking tended to 
follow the usual partisan channels, and that there was a 
general inclination to view the crisis as a “political 
flurry.”* To much the same effect, Gideon Welles observed 
that “‘Neither party appeared to be apprehensive of, or to 
realize the gathering storm. There was a general belief, 
indulged in by most persons, that an adjustment would in 
some way be brought about, without any resort to extreme 
measures.” All in all, much evidence exists to controvert 
the dictum of a later historian that “‘a disposition to look 
matters squarely in the face prevailed.’’° 

Of all the doubters who declined to look matters 
squarely in the face, the Republicans were the most ob- 
durate. By long mental conditioning, they had learned to 
discount all evidences of Southern discontent, and now 
eminent Republican leaders—as well as members of the 
rank and file—seemed unresponsive to the events of seces- 
sion. Copious proof of this reaction is offered by the testi- 
mony of their opponents and their sympathizers, as well 
as by their own subjective statements. 

This Republican shortcoming evoked annoyed comment 
from the New York Herald, which found that its daily 
warnings of danger fell on deaf ears. As early as Novem- 
ber 14, the Herald had reported that there was not a man 
south of the Mason-Dixon line who doubted the inevita- 
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bility of secession." But Republican leaders remained 
heedless, and, at the opening of Congress, the Herald 
lamented that, “Strange as it may seem, they [the Re- 
publican leaders] affect to believe that the South is not in 
earnest, and that the storm will blow over.””’” 

One must allow for a certain bias in the Herald, and its 
word alone would carry little weight. But Republican 
authorities offered testimony which substantiated the ob- 
servation of Bennett’s paper. Henry Adams wrote at the 
time that many Republican congressmen “underrated the 
danger,” and he later described himself as having been 
“ignorant and helpless” when he went to Washington in 
December, 1860, but “the knowledge possessed by every- 
body about him was hardly greater than his own.’”? The 
New York Times observed that “The mass of the party do 
not realize . . . the absolute necessity of . . . conces- 
sions to the safety of the country.”* Even more explicitly, 
William H. Seward wrote from Washington, to his family, 
on December 1: “The Republicans who come here are 
ignorant of the real design or danger.”’!® 

Senator Fessenden could wel! have been one of those 
described by Seward. For it was at this time that he re- 
corded his opinion that “much of the noise is got up for 
effect in the hope that the North will be frightened and 
the Republicans induced to falter and thus lose the confi- 
dence of the people. . . .”® Fessenden came from Maine, 
and his judgment suffered because of his remoteness from 
the South. But proximity alone conferred no immunity to 
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error, for Edward Bates of Missouri, soon to enter Lin- 
coln’s cabinet, held an equally distorted view of the 
Southern upheaval. “The news from the South, as to 
secession,” he noted in his diary, “does not improve. . . . 
Still I think that (except with a few demented fanatics) 
it is all brag and bluster, hoping thus to make a better 
compromise with the timid patriotism of their oppo- 
nents.”"!" 

From Maine to Missouri, Republicans both prominent 
and obscure seemed oblivious to the dangers of secession. 

“None, however, appear to have developed as high a degree 
of nonchalance as some of the Ohioans who wrote to 
Salmon P. Chase. One of these declared that he did “not 
heed the fiery resolves that come from the Cotton States— 
they are but the bubbling over of disappointed ambition 
and will soon cease or be put down by the sober second 
thought of the people of that region without any help from 
the North.” Another spoke of the secession movement as 
“the present flurry in S[outh] Carolina.” Still a third 
carried the theory of bluff and bluster to its logical con- 
clusion: “I am inclined to think that it will be better for 
the Republican party, in the end, to have the Disunion 
movement go just as far as its leaders dare go. We have 
been frightened too long with this bug-bear, and I know 
of no way of convincing our political old ladies of its 
entire harmlessness, so good, as that of letting it swell to 
the most alarming dimensions it can attain before it col- 
lapses. Anything therefore which would give the fire- 
eaters an excuse for concluding this act of their farce with- 
out coming to the real dénovement would be unfortunate. 
We want the thing played entirely through. Nothing less 
will develope [sic] that healthy sentiment at the South 
which is necessary for the ultimate triumph of Republican 
principles.”"* 
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Of all the evidences of Republican short-sightedness 
that have survived, however, probably none is more em- 
phatic than a statement in the autobiography of the 
younger Charles Francis Adams. Adams was twenty-five 
in the summer of 1860. During that summer he went on a 
speaking tour in the West with his father and William H. 
Seward. Throughout the trip, he lived intimately with men 
who ranked at the head of the party. Recalling this experi- 
ence later, he felt that he and everyone else had failed to 
perceive what ought to have been evident: “We all dwelt 
in a fool’s Paradise. It is a source of amazement now to 
realize our own short-sightedness; for, however much 
people may since have educated themselves to believe that 
they foresaw everything, and looked for exactly what 
afterwards took place, it is all pure self-deception—cases 
of wisdom after the event. We were, all around, of an 
average blindness. I know it was so in the case of Seward 
and my father; as it was absolutely so in that of Sumner. 
We knew nothing of the South, had no realizing sense of 
the intensity of feeling which there prevailed; we fully 
believed it would all end in gasconade.”!® 


Aside from the handicap of misconceiving the im- 
portance of the secession movement, the Republicans were 
also placed at a great disadvantage by their lack of ex- 
perience as a majority party and their lack of a leader to 
chart their course for them. The crisis overtook them be- 
fore they could remedy these defects. It demanded that 
they produce a formula to save the Union, and made this 
demand at a time when they had never even borne the 
responsibility of appointing a postmaster. They were as 
yet a minority party, not destined to assume office for 
three months to come. They had never been anything 
other than a minority party, skilled in opposition tactics, 
steeped in opposition psychology, unused to responsibility, 
unaccustomed to the formulation of policy. Unprepared 
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as they were to cope with a crisis, they clung to their 
nominal position as a minority group and shrank from 
taking affirmative action. Yet the future belonged to 
them; they alone could pledge it; and consequently they 
alone could wield the initiative. 

This handicap might have been overcome by clear-cut 
and decisive leadership. But in the moment when an unex- 
pected crisis and unfamiliar responsibility fell simultane- 
ously upon Republican congressmen, they found them- 
selves with no unquestioned leader. Abraham Lincoln was, 
of course, the elected chief, but he had been silent for 
more than half a year. Mr. Lincoln was, in the eyes of 
many, simply an ex-congressman from Illinois, now Presi- 
dent-elect, because he had once trapped Stephen A. Doug- 
las in a dilemma, and because Horace Greeley held a 
grudge against Seward. Leading politicians were maneu- 
vering for ascendancy over Lincoln as if they expected a 
regency. Certainly they gave no sincere allegiance to the 
unknown quantity from Springfield, and if anyone held 
the position of leadership it was Lincoln’s rival, Wil- 
liam H. Seward. 

Seward had been the leader of the Republican party, 
and especially of the Republicans in Congress, for nearly 
six years. He held this pre-eminence by qualities which 
peculiarly fitted him for a position of influence in a parlia- 
mentary body. Though he lacked the erudition and gran- 
diose pedantry of Charles Sumner, he was probably the 
most intelligent member on the Republican side of the 
Senate. Keen insight, balanced judgment, and a capacity 
for thinking in broad terms characterized his mind. More- 
over, his intellect was free from the rigid moral dogmatism 
which hardened the mental arteries of many anti-slavery 
men. Because of this, he was quick to sense the trend of 
events and to alter his own course according to circum- 
stances. This quality may be regarded as tactical skill or 
as conscienceless opportunism, but it made him, in either 
case, a dangerous antagonist, for he strove only for ob- 
jectives which he might hope to win. The moral grandeur 
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of “lost causes” held little appeal for him. Consequently 
he became a superb politician, a master of artifice, equivo- 
cation, and silence. His lack of moral fervor made it pos- 
sible for him to maintain an astonishing diversity of 
friends—ranging from Jefferson Davis to Theodore 
Parker. And, when applied to himself, his detachment of 
mind left him free from senatorial pomposity. This did 
not mean that he lacked self-confidence; on the contrary, 
he sometimes magnified his own réle. But the cynical vein 
in his nature took an introspective turn, and left him 
without any touch of the ex cathedra attitude. 

In spite of these qualities, Seward was sometimes led 
into error by his excessive optimism and his tendency to 
view matters in the large, thus ignoring immediate diffi- 
culties. But all in ail, he was a man of unusually sound 
judgment, and of unusual fitness for leadership. 

Seward, more than anyone else, held the center of atten- 
tion when Congress met. Lincoln, who might have received 
greater public notice, was clinging scrupulously to his 
position as a private citizen, not yet formally elected, much 
less inducted, as President. With Lincoln silent in Spring- 
field, the public gaze turned upon Seward, the leader in 
Congress, and, as rumor had it, the next Secretary of 
State.” 

Had Seward been prepared to act vigorously at this 
juncture, he might have exerted an enormous influence. 
Certainly he would have had all the advantage which a 
decisive man always enjoys in dealing with those who are 
bewildered. But he was, himself, inhibited at this critical 
moment by his reticence in assuming leadership so soon 
after his defeat for the nomination, by his underestimate 
of the crisis, and by his anxiety not to take any step that 
would impair his prospective influence with the new ad- 
ministration. 

Seward’s chagrin at the nomination of Lincoln had been 
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deep, and for a time he was “content to quit with the politi- 
cal world, when it proposes to quit with me.’’! It cost him 
a great psychological effort to face his senatorial associates 
after his defeat, and for a time he seemed eager to escape 
every responsibility and every act which would require 
him to assume a position of leadership.” This heartsick- 
ness found expression in a letter to Mrs. Seward: “I have 
not shrunk from any fiery trial prepared for me by the 
enemies of my cause. But I shall not hold myself bound to 
try, a second time, the magnanimity of its friends.’’?* Dur- 
ing the campaign, Seward imposed upon himself the dis- 
cipline of a speaking tour, and as time healed his wounds, 
he recovered his zest for politics. But as late as November 
18, he declared, “I am without schemes, or plans, hopes, 
desires, or fears for the future that need trouble anybody, 
so far as I am concerned.’** While this mood endured, 
Republican senators could not look to their New York 
colleague for his customary leadership. 

Even if Seward had retained his usual brisk initiative in 
political matters, however, it is unlikely that he could have 
offered effective guidance to his party. For he showed, at 
this time, little apprehension of trouble ahead; and what- 
ever desire he felt to placate the South was overshadowed 
by his anxiety to avoid any commitment at that time. His 
chief reaction to Weed’s editorial was, in fact, a feeling of 
purely personal annoyance that his name would be linked 
with the proposal, as he foresaw that it would. The life- 
long collaboration of the two men, in fact, justified the 
public in supposing that Weed’s editorial was a feeler or 
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“trial balloon” to test opinion, a mere foreshadowing of 
Seward’s course in Congress. Seward anticipated that his 
name would become involved, and when he set out for 
Washington on November 28, he appears to have been 
more disturbed by the Albany Evening Journal than by 
the ferment south of the Potomac. 

He arrived in New York City that night; stopped at the 
Astor House; met Weed, and talked with him until one 
o’clock, though he intended to rise at five to resume his 
journey. One is tempted to imagine the interview, with 
Weed defending his policy and emphasizing the crisis, 
with Seward urging the inexpediency of assuming a posi- 
tion at that time; but all that can be reconstructed now is 
the fact that Weed promised to make a statement freeing 
Seward from all connection with his proposal.” He ful- 
filled this promise on November 30, in a long, dignified, 
and rather sad editorial in which he twice asserted that 
“we speak only for ourself.’ 

Despite these belated efforts on the part of Weed, 
Seward’s worst expectations were fulfilled. At best, he 
would have had difficulty in getting clear of the Evening 
Journal proposal, and in this case the task was made more 
difficult, so Seward believed, by the deliberate misrepre- 
sentations which emanated from the unfriendly T'ribune 
office. There certain Republican congressmen visited 
while en route to Washington, and there Charles A. Dana 
assured them that the voice was the voice of Seward, even 
though the hand was the hand of Weed—that Weed had 
merely penned the editorials, while Seward had actively 
inspired them because he “ ‘wanted to make a great com- 
promise like Clay and Webster.’”*’ The congressmen 
repeated Dana’s gossip in Washington, as they were 
doubtless expected to do, and the rumor quickly spread 


25. Account of this meeting and statement of Weed’s promise appear 
in letters of Seward to his family, Nov. 30 [?] and Dec. 2, 1860, in 
Seward, Seward, II, 478, 479. The New York Tribune, Nov. 29, 1860, 
reported Seward’s presence at the Astor House. 

26. Albany Evening Journal, Nov. 30, 1860. 

27. Seward te Weed, Dec. 3, 1860, in Barnes, Weed, p. 308. 
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over the capital, where it was, ironically, picked up by the 
Tribune's correspondent, who reported that “Mr. Seward 
is expected to make an important speech on the condition 
of the country, soon after the delivery of the [President’s] 
Message, and to take the role of pacificator.”?® On the 
same day, the Herald also learned from Washington that 
“Tt is reported that Senator Seward will take the earliest 
opportunity to introduce in the Senate a bill restoring 
the Missouri Compromise line, extending it to the 
Pacer ot 228 

As a result of these dispatches, Seward’s efforts to avoid 
being identified with Weed’s policy failed completely. 
While the Tribune hinted that the policies of Weed “gain 
interest from the fact that he sustains relations of pe- 
culiar intimacy with Mr. Seward,’ a group of Republi- 
can senators called Seward into caucus to pose embar- 
rassed questions as to whether he had inspired the pro- 
posals of Weed and Raymond. Seward answered coolly 
—and evasively—that “they would know what I think and 
what I propose when I do myself; and as for influencing 
those . . . editors . . . they would find them as inde- 
pendent as the Senate itself, and more potential.’*? But, 
less debonairly, he wrote to his wife, “Mr. Weed’s articles 
have brought perplexities about me which he, with all his 
astuteness, did not foresee.”’** Apparently the senatorial 
inquisition had convinced him that the rumor was doing 
him injury, and that a public denial was necessary. Al- 
most certainly he authorized a statement which appeared 
in the T'ribune on December 5: “Mr. Seward will make no 
speech immediately, and will submit no proposition. All 
rumors to the contrary are entirely unfounded. He is in 
no manner or form responsible for the various suggestions 
recently put forward in various newspapers, which have 
been supposed to reflect his views, and was not consulted 

28. New York Tribune, Dec. 3, 1860. 

29. New York Herald, Dec. 3, 1860. 

30. New York Tribune, Dec. 3, 1860. 


31. Seward to Weed, Dec. 3, 1860, in Barnes, Weed, p. 308. 
32. Seward to his wife, Dec. 4, 1860, in Seward, Seward, II, 480. 
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concerning, or in any way privy to, their publication. His 
policy is to watch the development of events, and to direct 
them wisely at the proper time for peace and the preserva- 
tion of the Union.”** 

It is worthy of note that, in issuing his denial, Seward 
did not express any opposition to compromise. In all 
probability, he did not feel any, for it appears that, at a 
later time, when he was assured of an offer of the State 
Department, he shared in a renewal of the Evening 
Journal’s compromise proposal.** But until he received 
the anticipated offer of a cabinet post, he did not wish to 
take any position which would offend the President-elect. 
Moreover, it seems likely that he had not, at this time, 
formed any such decisive opinions as were manifested by 
Weed. He had, in fact, scarcely begun to evaluate the 
crisis. He already anticipated that no compromise amend- 
ment could command the requisite majorities in Congress, 
and that five Southern states would pass ordinances of 
secession.*> But he contemplated these prospects with ex- 
traordinary coolness. On the day that he issued his denial 
to the press, he remarked that he had at last thrown all 
the dogs off his track, and then he turned to the completion 
of a brief which he had been preparing for use in a case 
before the Supreme Court. Having put the finishing 
touches on it, he began, on the same day, “‘at a very dis- 
tant point, to study the great political crisis.’’*® 

The session was two days old; South Carolina’s conven- 
tion was scheduled to meet within two weeks. And at this 
point Seward leisurely wound up his unfinished business 
and began to speculate on the more recondite aspects of 
secession. It ill became him to write that ‘The Republi- 


33. New York Tribune, Dec. 5 (Washington, Dec. 4), 1860. 

34. See below, pp. 165-166. 

35. Seward to Weed, Dec. 2, 1860, in Seward, Seward, II, 479. “No 
amendment that can be proposed, and would be satisfactory, can get 
two-thirds of both Houses; although just such amendments might pass 
three-fourths of the States.” Seward predicted the secession of South 
Carolina, Florida, Mississippi, Alabama, and Georgia, in this letter. 

36. Seward to his wife, Dec. 5, 1860, in ibid., 480. 
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cans who come here are ignorant of the real . . . dan- 
ger.”’* At the moment when leadership was most needed, 
Mr. Seward put his feet, figuratively, on his desk and 
lapsed into philosophy. 


Seward’s disavowal of the Weed proposals and his 
negative attitude in general left the Republicans a be- 
wildered and leaderless crew. Perhaps no major party 
group has ever begun a congressional session amid such 
perplexities. They gathered to find the capital in a buzz 
of activity.** Southern congressmen were reported in con- 
ference endlessly, but no one knew the conclusions of their 
discussions.*® The Democrats of the Northwest were said 
to be taking counsel of one another, but to what effect was 
not known.*® The men of the Border states were brimming 
over with compromises, but what these would embrace and 
whether they would be acceptable to either side, remained 
a mystery.*? To the Republican in the ranks, even the 
activity of his own leaders must have been a puzzle, for 
he heard it constantly asserted that Seward favored a 
territorial compromise. He could read in the papers that 
Republican leaders and Southern leaders had held con- 
versations giving “‘a strong prospect of a satisfactory 
settlement of the difficulties on a permanent basis,’’*? or 
even that “it is understood that the Republican members 
are a unit in favor of compromise.”** Next day, if he still 
thought the newspapers worth while, he could learn, on 

37. See above, p. 78. 
38. Seward to Weed, Dec. 3, 1860, in Barnes, Weed, p. 308. Hereafter, 
where Nov., Dec., Jan., Feb., Mar., and Apr. are cited without year, 


1860 will be understood for Noy. and Dec., and 1861 for Jan., Feb., 
Mar., and Apr. 

39. New York Herald, Dec. 3, reported such a caucus, and the 
New York Tribune, Dec. 10, reported two others. 

40. New York Herald, Dec. 3. 

41. Compromise activities of Gov. Letcher of Va., and of George 
D. Prentice and Vice-president Breckinridge of Ky. were reported in 
the New York Times, Dec. 1, 6, 7, 10; of Senator Crittenden, in ibid., 
Dec. 3. 

42. Ibid., Dec. 3 (Washington, Dec. 2). 

43. New York Times, Dec. 4 (Washington, Dec. 3). 
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the contrary, that “the consultations among the republi- 
cans result in the almost unanimous conclusion that they 
will offer no compromise.””** 

If, at this point, he cursed all reporters and sought out 
Seward, to learn his party’s policy from his party leader, 
he found a man who appeared “as chipper as a lark and 
swore by yea and by nay that everything was going on 
admirably,”*° a man who would “talk very little, and 
nothing in detail,” a man who would advise, as a line of 
action, nothing but silence—“respectful and fraternal” 
silence.*® 

Thus the twenty-six Republican senators and one hun- 
dred and fourteen Republican representatives assembled 
in Congress on December 3 without a policy. They had 
agreed on nothing except the expediency of practicing 
“reticence and kindness,”** because they did not wish to 
play into the hands of ‘the madcaps of the South [who] 
want to be inflamed.” Inasmuch as they had formulated 
only this passive and negative policy, the initiative of 
action was thrown upon other groups. 

Amid this welter of confusion, Congress at last con- 
vened. The proceedings began, as always, with a joint 
session of the two houses, at which members listened, with 
rather more curiosity than respect, to the President’s mes- 
sage.** This document mitigated no one’s bewilderment, 
for in it Buchanan set forth his belief that the states 
could not legally secede, but that the Federal government 
could not legally restrain them; in it he also recommended 
that Congress call a constitutional convention, for the pur- 
pose of framing amendments to recognize expressly the 
institution of slavery in states which wanted it, and in all 
of the common territories, and to insure the restoration 


44. New York Herald, Dec. 4 (Washington, Dec. 3). 

45. Henry Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 9, in Worthington C. Ford, 
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48. Letter of Henry Adams, Dec. 4, in the Boston Advertiser, Dec. 7. 


INTERREGNUM IN THE PARTY 89 


of fugitive slaves.** It is safe to assume that not one Re- 
publican dallied for even an instant with the idea of ex- 
tending slavery to all the territories, and not one Demo- 
crat supposed such an extension to be possible. Thus, in 
a sense, Buchanan dealt in fantasies; no effort was made in 
Congress to implement his proposals, and it remained for 
the legislators to devise their own measures. 

In both houses of Congress, the problems of the seces- 
sion movement were referred to special committees. It is 
characteristic, however, that the Senate deliberated for 
nearly two weeks before setting up the Committee of 
Thirteen, while the House authorized the appointment 
of a committee immediately after the reading of Buchan- 
an’s message. The initiative in this matter came from 
Representative Alexander Boteler of Virginia, who offered 
a motion “that so much of the President’s message as re- 
lates to the present perilous condition of the country, be 
referred to a special committee of one from each State.” 
The motion was put to a vote without being debated, and 
was carried, 145 to 38.°° 

Inasmuch as the motion for a committee passed with- 
out discussion, the significance of its passage was not en- 
tirely clear. But Alexander Boteler, with his Virginia 
residence and Whiggish affiliations, clearly intended that 
the committee should seek a basis of negotiation with the 


49. Buchanan’s message is in Cong. Globe, 36th Cong., 2nd sess., ap- 
pendix, pp. 1-7. Hereafter, when the Cong. Globe is cited without indica- 
tion as to the number of the Congress and the session, the 36th Congress, 
2nd session, is indicated. 

50. Ibid., p. 6. It is worthy of note that Representative John Coch- 
rane, Democrat, of New York, had also made plans to move for the 
appointment of a committee of 33. These plans were ready the Sunday 
before the opening of the session, and Cochrane actually rose to offer 
a motion for his committee, but yielded to Boteler. New York Herald, 
Dec. 3, 5. It was later reported that Boteler had made his motion at 
the instance of a member of the Republican party. He formally denied 
this, on Jan. 10, asserting that he had consulted only Southern members 
of both the Democratic and American parties (he was an American), 
and that Representatives Winslow of N. C., John Cochrane of N. Y., 
and Maynard of Tenn. had prepared similar resolutions which they 
yielded in order that he might present his. [bid., p. 316. 
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South; and the large majority which his measure com- 
manded might be regarded as an evidence of a wide-spread 
desire for conciliation. Under analysis, however, the vote 
reveals two factors which gave no promise of harmony. 
One of these was the extent to which members from the 
seceding states refused to vote. There were twenty-two 
congressmen present from the states which had called con- 
ventions,”! and of this number sixteen declined voting on 
the ground that their secession policy was determined, and 
not subject to negotiation. Six others voted for the com- 
mittee, but if the sixteen represented Southern opinion, 
secession was inevitable.®” The other factor was the con- 
centration of the negative vote entirely within the Republi- 
can ranks. Not a single Democrat voted against the com- 
mittee, and indeed the Republicans favored it by a vote of 
62 to 38,°° but still it was notable that a substantial pro- 
portion of the Republican membership seemed hostile not 
only to specific concessions, but even to conciliation as 
such. 

On the day following, Speaker Pennington, after much 
anxious consideration,’* named the committee, which soon 
became known, from the number of its members, as the 


51. Ala., Fla., Ga., Miss., and S. C. had 26 Representatives, but Craw- 
ford of Ga., and Barksdale, Lamar, and McRae of Miss. had not yet 
arrived in Washington. Journal of the House of Representatives, 36th 
Cong., 2nd sess., pp. 38, 77. Hereafter, when House Journal is cited 
without indication as to the number of the Congress and the session, 
the 36th Congress, 2nd session, is indicated. 

52. Pugh and Clopton of Ala., Gartrell and Jones of Ga., Hawkins 
of Fla., and Singleton of Miss. (all as individuals); and McQueen, 
Miles, Keitt, Bonham, Ashmore, and Boyce of S. C. (as a group, speak- 
ing through Miles) stated their refusal to vote inasmuch as secession 
was predetermined. Curry and Moore of Ala., Underwood and Jackson 
of Ga., refrained from voting, without explanation. Houston and Cobb 
of Ala., Love, Hardeman, and J. Hill of Ga., and R. Davis of Miss., 
voted for the committee. Cong. Globe, pp. 6-7; House Journal, pp. 36-37. 

53. My analysis of this vote, and all subsequent analyses, are compiled 
from roll calls in the House Journal and the Senate Journal. In de- 
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Committee of Thirty-three. Although Northern Demo- 
crats protested that they were not represented,” and the 
New York Herald complained that appointments were 
partisan,°® it appears to have been a well-balanced com- 
mittee. Sixteen of its members were Republicans ; fourteen 
were Democrats; and three were of that Southern group 
of ex-Whigs and ex-nativists called South Americans. 
Four of the Republicans had opposed the committee by 
voting against it, and two of the Democrats had repudi- 
ated it even more completely by refusing to vote at all; but, 
with these exceptions, Speaker Pennington’s appointees 
were apparently prepared faithfully to seek an adjust- 
ment of sectional antagonisms.*’ The most eminent mem- 
bers of the committee were chairman Thomas Corwin, a 
veteran Whig and Republican of Ohio, who hated Demo- 
crats and abolitionists; Henry Winter Davis, gilded aris- 
tocrat and political boss of Baltimore; and Charles Fran- 


55. Democrats Vallandigham and McClernand protested thus on Dec. 
10, but Sickles of N. Y., also Democratic, defended the appointments. 
Cong. Giobe, pp. 38-40. 

56. New York Herald, Dec. 7, 1860. 
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had refused to vote—George S. Hawkins of Fla. and William W. Boyce 
of S. C. (Florida and South Carolina delegations had solidly refused to 
vote, so, in these cases, Speaker Pennington had no option). 


92 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


cis Adams, long a leader of the anti-slavery cause. Corwin 
and Adams were Republicans; Davis was classified as a 
South American. 

Having appointed its committee, the House, with unac- 
customed restraint, refrained from any protracted discus- 
sion of the sectional issue. Only in a few minor episodes 
did the conflict prove itself “irrepressible.” On one occa- 
sion, George S. Hawkins of Florida and William W. Boyce 
of South Carolina created a lively scene by demanding to 
be excused from service on the committee, which Hawkins 
described as a “Trojan Horse.’**® A few days later, much 
time was consumed in voting on various declaratory reso- 
lutions designed to reveal the true sentiment of Congress.”° 
For the most part, however, the problems of the immediate 
crisis were left to the Committee of Thirty-three, and the 
House held aloof. Whenever any member wished to pro- 
pose compromise measures, he introduced them into the 
House with the understanding that they would be referred 
to the committee. One day especially, December 12, was 
specifically set aside for the introduction of such resolu- 
tions, and on that day alone, more than a score of compro- 
mise proposals were introduced. None of these ever 
emerged from “the coffin of the Committee of Thirty- 
three,” but though unproductive of result, they did reflect 
the attitudes of individual congressmen and, especially, of 
individual Republicans. 

Ever since Thurlow Weed’s proposals had been so 
violently rebuffed, no Republican of any consequence had 
ventured to propose concessions to the South. Among the 
numerous conciliatory resolutions of December 12, how- 
ever, there were three by Republicans. One of these, by 
David Kilgore of Indiana, took its cue from the New 
York Times, and proposed that the Federal government 
pay compensation to the owners of fugitive slaves.® An- 

58. In House, Dec. 6, 10, 11. Cong. Globe, pp. 22-23, 35-41, 59-62. The 
New York Tribune, Dec. 10, reported that the secession group had held 
a caucus to bring pressure on cotton-state representatives not to serve. 
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other resolution, far more sweeping in content, was that 
of Eli Thayer of Massachusetts, who proposed to take the 
territorial question out of national politics by applying 
the formula of popular sovereignty.®! Thayer had first 
been attracted to this highly unorthodox doctrine through 
a connection with the Emigrant Aid movement, which had 
convinced him that a program of organized Western 
colonization would enable the settlers themselves to outlaw 
slavery in the territories, thus rendering congressional 
prohibition unnecessary.** While remaining an abo- 
litionist, a friend of John Brown, and a zealous Republi- 
can in his objectives, he adopted for tactical reasons, 
therefore, the heresies of Stephen A. Douglas. This irregu- 
larity led Thayer’s party, in the November elections, to 
choose a new congressman in his place. He had already 
been repudiated, therefore, before Congress met. But as a 
possible means for conciliating the South without losing 
the territories, his doctrine assumed new importance, and 
it was not finally eliminated from consideration until Lin- 
coln pronounced against it. 

Thayer and Kilgore were both “lame ducks”; more 
zealous Republicans had already been selected to supersede 
them; and for this reason their proposals were hardly 
representative of their party. But another resolution in- 
troduced on December 12 came from a ranking party 
leader—John Sherman. At the first session of the Con- 
gress then sitting, he had been, for eight weeks, the candi- 
date of the Republicans for the speakership. Yet Sherman 
now presented compromise measures which were, in effect, 
if not in principle, almost as drastic as Thayer’s. For 
Sherman proposed to cut the Gordian knot by an astonish- 
ingly simple device. His resolution avowed a purpose “‘to 


61. Ibid., pp. 76-77. 

62. Thayer had supported the same plan previously. See his speech 
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avoid all further controversies in regard to the several 
Territories of the United States,” and proposed to instruct 
the Committee of Thirty-three to “divide said Territories 
into States of convenient size, with a view to their prompt 
admission into the Union on an equal footing with the 
other States.’’* 

The problem, as Sherman must have seen it, was this: 
the South would not submit to the exclusion of slavery 
from the territories; the Republican party was pledged 
to precisely this exclusion; neither side would yield. As 
long as any regions with a territorial form of government 
existed, therefore, there was an “irrepressible conflict.” 
But if there were no regions with a territorial form of 
government, no issue would exist. Let all the territories 
be admitted to statehood with appropriate labels, and the 
question which had wracked the country for the previous 
six years would be reduced to abstraction. Such a course 
would leave the South free to indulge the folly of carrying 
slaves into the uncongeniai Southwest. Inevitable failure 
lay at the end of this course. Meanwhile, the free-state 
representatives would avoid any Federal sanction of 
slavery and would retain an unimpaired and robust sense 
of rectitude. 

Sherman’s proposal was in a sense superficial, for it 
simply proposed to confer a new status—statehood—upon 
the unsettled areas in which the effort to extend slavery 
would continue as before. But in another sense it was 
inspired, for it recognized the importance, in politics, of 
the distinction-without-a-difference. In its actual effect, it 
-would have produced the same result as Thayer’s plan. 
The two coincided in proposing that the elected repre- 
sentatives of the inhabitants should decide whether or 
not they would have slavery, but Thayer had no more 
imagination than to call these representatives a territorial 
legislature, while Sherman, with a touch of genius, would 
call them a state legislature instead. Although meaningless 
as a concession by the North and valueless as an advan- 
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tage to the South, this measure, if adopted in time, might 
have inhibited theory-ridden politicians from resorting to 
realistic disunion and waging realistic war. 

A few days later, Sherman published a letter in which 
he renewed his proposal for the admission of the territories 
to statehood. This letter was widely circulated, and, 
as Sherman believed, “generally . . . approved in the 
North,”® but his position naturally did not meet with the 
favor of the sterner sort of anti-slavery men, and Henry 
Adams wrote angrily, “All the mean material we’ve got 
is coming out now. Sherman . . . has flattened out.”® 
There was irony in the fact that another month would find 
Charles Francis Adams supporting a plan almost identical 
with Sherman’s.® For the moment, however, Republican 
leaders proved unresponsive, and his proposal was per- 
mitted to lapse. 

The resolutions of Kilgore, Thayer, and Sherman are 
of interest because they indicate an early desire, among a 
few Republicans, to effect a compromise. As issues of the 
day, however, they are negligible. The authors of the 
proposals did not even make speeches in behalf of their 
resolutions, and the House ignored them. The only sus- 
tained discussion of the crisis, and of possible remedies, 
meanwhile took place in the sessions of the Committee of 
Thirty-three. This body did not meet for a week after its 
appointment, but, beginning on December 11, it began to 
hold sessions of several hours duration every day.®* The 
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members indulged in full-dress speeches, just as they 
would in the House itself, and on occasion they fell back 
into the old recriminating style of sectional debate, but on 
the whole their proceedings began in a more desultory and 
more amiable vein than the public proceedings of the 
House.” Furthermore, it soon became evident that a con- 
ciliatory tone was growing in the Republican portion of 
the committee; the spirit of compromise, which had pre- 
viously manifested itself only in isolated individuals of 
the Republican group, now began to make appreciable 
inroads. The strength of this trend appeared in a very 
striking fashion at the third meeting of the committee. 
The date was December 13. Everyone knew that, within 
a fortnight, South Carolina’s convention would meet, and 
Florida, Mississippi, and Alabama would elect conventions 
to act on the secession question. No one could fail to see 
that, if conciliation were to be attempted, it must be 
attempted at once. Under these circumstances, General 
Albert Rust, committee member from Arkansas, intro- 
duced a resolution that “the existing discontents among 


the southern people . . . are not without cause, and that 
such just concessions and additional and more specific and 
effectual guarantees . . . as will or should allay them, are 


indispensabie to the perpetuation of the Union.” In pre- 
senting his resolution, Rust appears to have remarked that 
“it was necessary to adopt it in order to arrest seces- 
sion.”"? Some Southerners interpreted this statement as 
an avowal of an opportunistic purpose to halt the secession 
movement by a mere rhetorical expression of good intent, 
without tangible concessions, and Mississippi’s Reuben 
Davis condemned it as an effort to delude Southerners 
with false hopes. Northern members, on the other hand, 
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from motives either sincere or ulterior, were prone to 
accept it. However, they could not bring themselves to 
affirm that the discontent of the South was justified, and 
therefore McKee Dunn, a Republican of Indiana, pro- 
posed to substitute a resolution that “whether the discon- 
tents and hostility [of the South] are without just cause 
or not, any reasonable, proper, and_ constitutional 
remedies, and additional and more specific and effectual 
guarantees of their peculiar rights and interests as recog- 
nized by the Constitution, necessary to preserve the peace 
of the country and the perpetuation of the Union, should 
be promptly and cheerfully granted.” The Dunn resolu- 
tion, if less explicit than Rust’s in admitting the justice of 
Southern complaints, was more explicit in stating that 
they should be satisfied. It was, in fact, so favorable to the 
South that Rust withdrew his own resolution in favor of 
it. This was too much for the more stalwart Republicans 
and they made spirited efforts to prevent the resolution 
from coming to a vote. A milder substitute measure was 
offered by Justin Morrill of Vermont, for the purpose of 
displacing the Dunn resolution, and nine Republicans 
voted for it for this purpose, though they would probably 
not have supported it on the final question of adoption. 
But with seven other Republicans voting against them, 
their efforts failed, with the result that the Dunn resolu- 
tion was brought promptly to a vote. On the roll call, the 
Republicans divided evenly; eight voted against the 
measure; eight others, joining with fourteen non-Republi- 
cans, voted for it, and thus secured its adoption by a vote 
of 22 to 8.71 The more zealous Republicans, therefore, 
found themselves not only defeated, but also divided, as 
their party colleagues voted to assure the South of 
“additional and more specific and effectual guarantees.” 

71. Republicans voted on the Dunn resolution thus: aye, Campbell, 
Corwin, Curtis, Dunn, Howard, Kellogg, Stratton, Windom; nay, Adams, 
Ferry, Humphrey, Morrill, Morse, Robinson, Tappan, Washburn. On 
the Morrill substitute, the votes were exactly reversed, except in the 


case of Corwin, who voted aye on both roll calls. 
72. For proceedings of committee on Dec. 13, see Journal of the 


Committee of 33, pp. 5-8. 
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What impulses motivated the Republicans who sup- 
ported the Dunn resolution, it is difficult to say. Their 
action may have resulted from a wholly sincere desire to 
extend full justice to the South. On the other hand, they 
may have acted in bad faith, as Reuben Davis accused 
them of doing,’* promising concessions with no intent to 
fulfill the promise, but simply to dissuade Southerners 
from taking the measures they considered necessary to 
their security. 

If Republicans were sincere in endorsing the principle 
of compromise, the response of Southern congressmen 
must be counted as a heavy blow against the cause of con- 
ciliation. For, on the night following the passage of the 
Dunn resolution, thirty Southern senators and repre- 
sentatives issued to their constituents a manifesto: “The 
argument is exhausted. All hope of relief in the Union 
through the agencies of committees, Congressional legisla- 
tion, or constitutional amendments is extinguished, and we 
trust the South will not be deceived by appearances or the 
pretense of new guarantees.”* 

This manifesto may have reflected a sincere, and even 
a justified, distrust by Southerners of Republican motives. 
It may, on the other hand, have reflected an attitude of 
hostility toward any form of compromise because of an 
unconditional preference for secession. Whatever impelled 
it, its issuance signified that the cause of compromise faced 
many obstacles, and that powerful forces, in the South as 
well as the North, were prepared to resist a peaceable 
adjustment of sectional issues. 

Despite the sharp rebuff contained in the Southern 
manifesto, the Committee of Thirty-three continued its 
activities, and some of the Republican members made 
active efforts to formulate “reasonable, proper, and con- 
stitutional” remedies. Orris §. Ferry of Connecticut 
offered a resolution to give greater force to the Constitu- 
tion’s provision that ‘The citizens of each state shall be 


73. Davis, Recollections, pp. 396-400. 
74. Text of manifesto in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, II, 436. 
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entitled to all privileges and immunities of citizens in the 
several states.” This proposal was rather Delphic in 
phraseology, but to Southerners, constantly asserting 
their right to carry property (in slaves) to the territories, 
it could have but one meaning, and that a pleasant one. 
Another resolution of less equivocal nature was that of 
James Humphrey of New York, who wanted Congress to 
implement the fugitive slave clause of the Constitution by 
penalizing any county where a fugitive should be rescued 
from law officers “by force or riot.”*® On this same subject 
of fugitive slaves, Thomas Corwin also submitted resolu- 
tions looking to an adjustment.” Still another resolution 
from the Republican group came from William Kellogg 
of Illinois, who seems to have been influenced by the ideas 
of Eli Thayer. He wanted to establish territorial govern- 
ments for all the unorganized area of the United States, 
and to endow the territorial legislatures with “authority 
over all subjects not inconsistent with the Constitution of 
the United States.”’* Kellogg and Corwin, in fact, appear 
to have been particularly active in the cause of good will. 
On December 13 and 14, respectively, they made long, 
conciliatory speeches in the committee, and it was reported 
that they both tried to reassure Southern members as 
to Lincoln’s conservative attitude. Kellogg, a personal 
acquaintance of the President-elect, spoke with authority 
on Lincoln’s position, and he was questioned freely by the 
committee.*® Freeman Morse of Maine and Samuel R. 
Curtis of Iowa were also reported to have spoken in a 
conciliatory vein.* 

The extent and the limitations of Republican concession 
were indicated fairly clearly, at last, on December 17 and 
18, when the committee voted on questions relating to the 
Personal Liberty laws and to the old matter of Federal 

75. Dec. 17, in Journal of Committee of 33, p. 11. 
76. Dec. 17, in ibid., p. 11. 
77. Dec. 18, in ibid., p. 12. 
78. Dec. 17, in ibid., p. 10. 


79. Speeches reported in New York Herald, Dec. 14 and 15. 
80. Speeches made on Dee. 12, reported in ibid., Dec. 13. 
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recognition of slavery in the territories. On December 18, 
Henry Winter Davis had introduced resolutions by which 
Congress would urge the states to repeal any statutes 
which tended to interfere with the capture of fugitive 
slaves.*! This was taken up five days later, and passed 
without a record vote in the committee.*? According to 
current report, only two members had voted against it.** 
In the matter of fugitive slaves, therefore, it appeared 
that the Republicans wished to give the South complete 
satisfaction. They showed no impulse to dodge this issue. 
On the day previous, however, they displayed unanimous 
reluctance on the territorial question. This topic had pre- 
ceded all others in the committee, for the first resolutions 
introduced were those of Thomas A. R. Nelson of Tennes- 
see, to divide the territory once more on the line 36° 30’.** 
Despite their priority, these resolutions were neglected 
until December 17, when their author moved to take them 
up. On this motion, every Republican voted in the nega- 
tive, and every other member present, except Henry 
Winter Davis, voted in the affirmative, and it failed, 14 to 
17. The Nelson resolution was, therefore, not brought 
to a formal vote, but this preliminary test of strength, 
together with the vote on the proposals of Henry Winter 
Davis, showed with reasonable accuracy the position of 
the Republican members. All but a corporal’s guard were 
willing to offer concessions to the South in the matter of 
fugitive slaves, and, by implication, in other matters; but 
they unanimously adhered to their determination not to 
permit slavery in Federal territories. 

By the time that South Carolina passed her Ordinance 
of Secession, there was still no comprehensive plan of 
adjustment, either completed or in preparation, in the 
lower house; in the sense of final accomplishment, nothing 

81. Journal of Committee of 33, pp. 5-6. 

82. Ibid., pp. 11-12. 

83. New York Herald, Dec. 19. 

84, Resolutions introduced Dec. 12, Journal of Committee of 33, 


pp. 3-4. 
85. Ibid., pp. 9-10. 
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had been done. Yet in a very brief interval of time, the 
long-standing Republican disregard of Southern protests 
had broken down in a dozen places. In the House itself, 
there were the resolutions of Kilgore, Thayer, and Sher- 
man. In the Committee of Thirty-three, there were more 
resolutions, by Ferry, Humphrey, Corwin, and Kellogg; 
there were conciliatory speeches by Morse and Curtis; on 
a formal resolution, half of the Republican committee 
members signified a willingness to offer the South “addi- 
tional and more specific and effectual guarantees” ; and as 
an evidence of good faith, all but two would urge the 
repeal of Personal Liberty laws. Never before had the 
Republicans spoken in such placating tones. 

These developments were not without significance as 
indications of a trend. They reflected a new attitude on 
the part of many members of the Republican group, and 
they betokened a drift toward compromise which, if it per- 
sisted, might achieve vast importance. But it must be 
admitted that none of the developments in the House were 
important except as signs of the times. Of all the measures 
proposed, not one was enhanced by the support of a great 
name, nor magnified by a thorough campaign of publicity, 
nor even bolstered by skillful management in Congress 
itself. More than that, it is likely that none of them was 
drawn with any reference to the primary question whether 
its terms would appease the South. Most of the proposals 
were haphazard gestures of leaderless men. In the absence 
of leadership, there was no prospect that the conciliatory 
impulses of individuals would be translated into terms of 
a great compromise in the House. 


The House of Representatives preceded the Senate in 
giving its attention to compromise. But it remained for 
the upper house, moving unhurriedly, to produce the first 
mature and comprehensive plan of adjustment. The cham- 
pion of this plan, and, indeed, of the whole program of 
conciliation, was the senior senator from Kentucky, John 
J. Crittenden. Both by locale and by tradition, Crittenden 
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was fitted to assume this leadership. As a Kentuckian, he 
was peculiarly qualified to understand both the intensity 
of Southern excitement, which Northerners could not 
grasp, and the essential sanity and moderation of the 
Republicans, which were not appreciated in the lower 
South. For Kentucky, with its own minority of rampant 
secessionists, and its Republican neighbors across the 
Ohio, was in position to observe how acute, and how un- 
necessary, the secession crisis was.** As an old-line Henry 
Clay Whig, moreover, Crittenden was uniquely eligible 
to lead the compromise movement. The practice of com- 
promise had attained its ultimate expression and its 
traditional form in the career of Clay, and Crittenden had 
been one of the most devoted of Clay’s followers. Born 
during the sessions of the Constitutional Convention, he 
loved the Republic with a sentiment peculiar to those who 
had known it in its heroic age. This loyalty had merged 
readily into a loyalty to Clay, and for a quarter of a 
century Crittenden had never deviated from his support 
of the “Pacificator” except to support Zachary Taylor 
for the Presidency in 1848. Even then, he refused a cabinet 
position out of respect for Clay’s wounded feelings. In a 
distinguished career, he had twice been a member of the 
cabinet, and had shared in some of the leading political 
movements of his time. But, in this, his seventy-third year, 
the greatest effort of his life still lay before him. For Crit- 
tenden took up his political heritage from Clay amid such 

86. A correspondent of Senator Crittenden wrote: “Kentucky is now 
an epitome of the Union. There are three parties struggling in her 
bosom. There is along her Southern border, with a smart sprinkle of 
the same type scattered abroad, a party who would drive the State 
into cecession [sic] tomorrow. There is another faction, for the most 
part found along the Ohio[,] who would surrender all rights under the 
Constitution . .. to hang the gallant old commonwealth to the yankee 
states. . . . Then there is a third party—the great, sound, conservative, 
central heart of the Commonwealth, who are for the Union[,] the 
Constitution, the whole flag, every stripe and every star in its place. 
This party will struggle to the last for the Union as it was.” Thomas 


W. Riley, Kimbo Hill, Ky., Feb. 8, 1861 {incorrectly dated and cal- 
endared 1860], to Crittenden, in Crittenden MSS. 
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a tempest as Clay had never witnessed. Five states were in 
process of secession and every indication promised that 
Crittenden would survive the Union which he had preceded 
into the world. The only hope of peaceful union lay in the 
possibility of a comprehensive settlement dealing fully and 
finally with all the points of sectional controversy. 

With the expectation that he would assume the leader- 
ship of a movement for reconciliation, public attention 
quickly focused upon Crittenden. Even before the open- 
ing of Congress, he was being publicized as the author of 
a compromise proposal, and from the beginning of the 
session he was constantly in the news. One report pictured 
him in conference with Stephen A. Douglas, who was still 
a powerful, and always a resourceful, man. Another 
credited him with plans to discover the precise terms on 
which the South would abandon secession—a species of 
information essential to compromise, yet one which other 
conciliators apparently made no effort to secure. His plan, 
as reported, was to arrange a caucus of Southern senators, 
who would state the terms on which their section would 
adhere to the Union, and to follow this with a caucus of 
Northern members, who would consider the possibility of 
negotiating on the Southern terms.*” A day later, Senator 
Crittenden was reported to have forestalled a caucus of all 
Union men, for fear ill-feeling might be generated.** Soon 
after, rumor was sending him south as an official emissary 
of Kentucky to plead for delay in South Carolina.” Before 
this fiction was cold, Crittenden was again in the news as 
one of the leaders at an informa] senatorial conference 
where revival and extension of the Missouri line was pro- 
posed.® And, on the very next day, he was named as one 


87. All these reports in New York Herald, Dec. 3 (Washington, 
Dec. 2). 

88. Ibid., Dec. 4 (Washington, Dec. 3). 

89. New York Times, Dec. 6. 

90. New York Tribune, Dec. 8 (Washington, Dec. 7). In this dispatch 
the name Fessenden was used where Crittenden was intended, but the 
error was noted in the Tribune of Dec. 10. 
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of the champions of union at a caucus of Southern sena- 
tors. 

Despite all this publicity, Crittenden’s actual conduct 
on the floor of the Senate was notably unobtrusive. His 
whole policy was to negotiate privately, to work quietly, 
and, as far as possible, to avoid the irritations that arise 
from public debate. During the first two weeks of the ses- 
sion, he took the floor only twice, and occupied it for not 
more than fifteen minutes altogether. Once he rebuked 
Clingman of North Carolina for a particularly angry 
speech, and pled for calm consideration of future reme- 
dies, rather than constant detailing of past wrongs. Later, 
he rose to caution against the dangers of premature dis- 
cussion and to express the hope that the Senate would 
remain calm until specific measures should be presented 
to it, instead of working itself into a passion of recrimina- 
tion during hasty and aimless debate.*? But for the most 
part he practiced his precept of maintaining tranquillity 
by silence, and he even refrained, until December 18, from 
presenting his compromise resolutions. 

Crittenden’s delay was a consequence of the tardiness 
of the Senate in appointing e@ special committee to deal 
with the question of compromise. As early as December 6, 
Senator Lazarus W. Powell, also of Kentucky, had, pur- 
suant to previous notice, offered a resolution to refer ‘so 
much of the President’s message as relates to the present 

. distracted condition of the country, and the griev- 
ances between the slaveholding and the non-slaveholding 
States ... to a special committee of thirteen members.” 
The House had passed a comparable resolution in half an 
hour, but in the Senate a desultory, and at times acrimoni- 
ous, debate ran on for nearly two weeks before senators 
saw fit to authorize the appointment of a committee. Then, 


91. This conference of Dec. 8 was reported in ibid., aDess 10 (Wash- 
ington, Dec. 9). 

92. Remarks in Senate, Dec. 4, 10, in Cong. Globe, pp. 5, 32. 

93. Ibid., p. 19. 
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on December 18, they approved the resolution without a 
record vote.** 

Not until the adoption of this measure did Crittenden 
make public the compromise resolutions which he had 
prepared.” Now, however, he introduced them forthwith. 
They were referred, of course, to the newly authorized 
committee, but he took occasion to explain them to the 
Senate.*® 

The Crittenden resolutions were evidently drawn with 
care. They were predicated upon a recognition of the 
important distinction between the slavery issue as such, 
and the issue of the impingement of Federal jurisdiction 
upon slavery. The slavery issue itself was, of course, 
certain to arouse emotions which no compromise could 
pacify—therefore it was beyond compromise. But the 
Federal government came into contact with slavery only 
in a tangential way, as, for instance, when siavery ex- 
tended into places not under state jurisdiction, such as 
territories, the District of Columbia, and forts and 
arsenals, or when it became involved in such Federal 
spheres as that of interstate commerce. To remove the 
question of slavery from the realm of Federal activities, 
therefore, it was only necessary to deal with it in these 
specific and limited aspects. Such a policy would not solve 
the social and economic problems of sectionalism, but it 
would remove the points at issue, upon which sectional 
antagonism exercised itself. As a result, sectional rancor 
might be expected to abate for want of objectives for which 
to wage the contest. Superficial as this concept might 
appear philosophically, it had the merit of recognizing 
that minor frictions and petty “incidents” frequently 


94. Ibid., p. 117. The resolution had been modified, with the consent 
of Senator Powell, on Dec. 10. Ibid., p. 28. 

95. However, the New York Tribune learned of Crittenden’s plan and 
published a complete summary of his proposals on Dec. 11. 

96. The resolutions and accompanying speech appear in Cong. Globe, 
pp. 112-114. 
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cause collision and convert animosity, which might other- 
wise remain latent, into open war. 

Acting on this concept, the Kentucky Senator methodi- 
cally sought out all the points where Federal intervention 
in connection with slavery might be invoked, and where, 
therefore, Federal policy might become the subject of 
agitation. Having segregated these potential issues, 
Crittenden proposed the adoption of a definitive policy to 
apply to each, in order to preclude future contest. 

In a few minor cases these policies were to be established 
by congressional sanction alone. Thus the resolutions pro- 
vided for statutory correction of certain highly obnoxious 
features of the Fugitive Slave Law.*’ They also contained 
resolutions placing Congress on record in favor of the 
“faithful . . . execution” of this modified law, the repeal 
by the states of their Personal Liberty laws, and the 
maintenance and thorough enforcement of the prohibition 
upon the African slave trade. 

On these minor aspects of the slavery controversy, 
statutory action was sufficient. But where more important 
aspects were concerned, the success of compromise 
depended less upon its comprehensiveness than upon its 


97. The existing law provided a larger fee for commissioners when 
the alleged slave was delivered to the claimant than when he was set 
free. Crittenden did not regard this as unjust. “The reason for this,” he 
said, “is very obvious. In the case he (the commissioner] delivers the 
servant to his claimant, he is required to draw out a lengthy certificate, 
stating the principal and substantial grounds on which his decision 
rests, and to return him either to the marshal or to the claimant to 
remove him to the State from which he escaped. It was for that reason 
that a larger fee was given to the commissioner, where he had the 
largest service to perform. But, sir, the act being viewed unfavorably 
and with great prejudice, in a certain portion of our country, this 
was regarded as very obnoxious, because it seemed to give an induce- 
ment to the commissioner to return the slave to the master, as he 
thereby obtained the larger fee of ten dollars instead of the smaller 
one of five dollars.” (In Senate, Dec. 18, Cong. Globe, p. 112.) But 
because of the intensity of feeling on the subject, Crittenden proposed, 
in his resolutions, to make the fee the same regardless of the decision. 
He also included provision to limit the right of any citizen to summon 


the posse comitatus to aid in enforcing a warrant for the arrest of a 
fugitive. 
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permanence. Statutory settlements could never be effec- 
tive in withdrawing sectional issues from the legislative 
arena, for the edict of one Congress could be undone by 
another. The discord between the sections arose no less 
from their failure to agree than from their lack of faith 
in the maintenance of the agreement. The Republicans still 
considered the Kansas-Nebraska Act an evidence of 
Southern bad faith, while the South felt that Republican 
disregard of the Dred Scott decision indicated a purpose 
to destroy Constitutional bulwarks as soon as Northern 
predominance was great enough. Recognizing, therefore, 
the importance of making his settlement permanent, Crit- 
tenden proposed to render his compromise irrevocable by 
embodying the major part of it in a series of unalterable 
Constitutional amendments—amendments which “no 
future amendment of the Constitution shall affect.’®* This 
would calm Southern fears, for it would give to the institu- 
tion of slavery full protection against the people, the state 
legislatures, and the congressmen of the North—no matter 
how great their political preponderance might become. 
And, at the same time, it would discourage Northern 
agitation by making it as futile as baying the moon. 

Six such amendments were proposed, to embrace every 
phase of the slavery controversy. Of these, the first 
may be passed over for the moment. The second denied 
Congress any power to abolish slavery on government 
property, such as forts and arsenals, in states which per- 
mitted slavery. The third denied Congress the power to 
abolish slavery in the District of Columbia unless it should 
be abolished in both Virginia and Maryland, and not then 
unless the inhabitants should consent, the owners be in- 


98. The idea that certain provisions of the Constitution may be ex- 
empted from liability to amendment is sustained by the Constitution, 
Article Y. This sets forth the process which shall make amendments 
valid, “Provided that no Amendment which may be made prior to the 
Year One thousand eight hundred and eight shall in any Manner affect 
the first and fourth Clauses in the Ninth Section of the first Article; 
and that no State, without its Consent, shall be deprived of its equal 
Suffrage in the Senate,” 
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demnified, and the officials of the government be exempted 
so that they could bring their slaves with them. The fourth 
took from Congress the power to hinder the transporta- 
tion of slaves from one slave state or territory to another. 
The fifth imposed upon Congress the duty of providing 
compensation for the owners in cases where recovery of 
fugitive slaves was prevented by violence, or intimidation, 
or rescue by force, and empowered the Department of 
Justice to sue the county where such violence occurred; 
the county, in turn, could sue the individuals engaged in 
such lawless activity. And, in addition to all these, which 
were designed rather to preclude future strife than to heal 
existing dissension, the first amendment sought to end the 
territorial quarrel forever by providing that “in all the 
territory of the United States now held, or hereafter 
acquired, situate north of latitude thirty-six degrees and 
thirty minutes, slavery or involuntary servitude, except as 
a punishment for crime, is prohibited while such territory 
shall remain under territorial government. In all the ter- 
ritory south of said line of latitude, slavery of the African 
race is hereby recognized as existing, and shall not be 
interfered with by Congress, but shall be protected as 
property by all the departments of the territorial govern- 
ment during its continuance [as a territory].” All these 
provisions were irrevocably sealed by the sixth proposed 
amendment, which would render the whole settlement 
perpetual by exempting the slavery clauses from the 
process of amendment. Not only were the five proposed 
amendments thus secured, but it was further added that 
no future amendment should ever alter the provision by 
which three-fifths of all slaves were counted as population 
for purposes of apportionment; none should ever abridge 
the constitutional right to recover fugitive slaves; and 
none should ever give Congress power to encroach upon 
slavery in the states. 

Judged upon its fitness as an instrument for effecting 
its purpose—that is, for removing the slavery issue from 
the realm of Federal activity—the Crittenden plan was 
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outstanding. For affording the South security in a 
minority status it was no less so. The South declared itself 
ready to secede, because an anti-slavery majority in the 
North and an anti-slavery administration in Washington 
threatened the security of the Southern institution. Crit- 
tenden proposed to offer the South protection by giving 
to slavery a permanent constitutional status beyond the 
reach of any administration, however hostile, or any 
popular majority, however large. Under this arrange- 
ment, the South could rely implicitly upon the mainte- 
nance of a representative system in which three-fifths 
of the slaves would be counted for purposes of apportion- 
ment. It could rely upon the return of all fugitive slaves, 
or indemnification in default of return. Likewise, it could 
rely upon an unhampered continuation of the interstate 
slave trade, and, most important, it could expect slavery 
to remain free from any external threat, not only in the 
slave states themselves (including Federal property 
therein), but also in the District of Columbia and in all 
existing or prospective territory, be it New Mexico or 
Nicaragua, south of the line 36° 30’. 

Obviously, the plan had both limitations and defects. It 
ignored the ethical problem of slavery, and therefore 
offended those who regarded the moral issue as primary. 
It ignored the democratic principle and the principle of 
change, by providing for Constitutional controls that 
would be beyond the reach of any future majority. It 
achieved completeness at the cost of planting slavery in 
hypothetical future territory, as well as in the existing 
territory south of 36° 30’. In this respect it was far more 
than a mere revival of the Missouri Compromise line, and 
it might be regarded as an incentive to filibustering, to 
which Southerners were already prone.*® But, with these 

99. Senator James W. Grimes wrote to Gov. Samuel Kirkwood of Ia., 
on Jan. 28, decrying the prevailing conception that the Crittenden 
Compromise is “simply a reestablishment of the Missouri Compromise 
line.” As he saw it, “The sum and substance of the whole matter is, 


that we are asked, for the sake of peace, to surrender all our cherished 
ideas on the subject of slavery, and agree, in effect, to provide a slave 
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failings, it was characterized by several merits which no 
other compromise proposal possessed in such high degree. 
More than any other, it was comprehensive, cutting off not 
only the existing, but also the potential sectional issues. 
Similarly, it was final; it was designed to establish a con- 
dition of permanent peace, rather than of truce, which 
would be jeopardized by every congressional election. 
Finally, it was potentially acceptable, for it contained 
terms which might actually cause the South to abandon 
secession in favor of security within the Union. In this 
respect, the Crittenden plan was unlike many other pro- 
posals, which were never designed to win Southern 
confidence, but were intended only to save face, to shift 
blame, or to cloud the issue. 

These Crittenden proposals were the most important 
measure that came before the Senate Committee of Thir- 
teen. The committee was appointed by Vice-president 
Breckinridge on December 20, the day of South Carolina’s 
secession, and it met for the first time on the day of its 
appointment. 

The caliber of the committee was high, and its personnel 
was representative. The cotton states could scarcely at 
any time have put forward two more able men than Robert 
Toombs and Jefferson Davis. The Border states received 
three appointments in which distribution was sacrificed 
for ability: Robert M. T. Hunter, later Secretary of 
State in the Confederacy; Lazarus W. Powell of Ken- 
tucky, mover of the committee; and John J. Crittenden, 
made up the middle group. This left eight appointments 
for the North. Three of these went to Democrats. Fore- 


code for the Territories south of 36° 30’ and for the Mexican provinces, 
as soon as they shall be brought within our jurisdiction. It is demanded 
of us that we shall consent to change the Constitution into a genuine 
pro-slavery instrument... .” William Salter, Life of James W. Grimes 
(New York, 1876), pp. 133-134. 

100. Cong. Globe, p. 158; Journal of the Committee of Thirteen, p. 1, 
in Report of the Select Committee of Thirteen on the Disturbed Condi- 
tion of the Country, in Reports of Committees of the Senate, 36th Cong., 
2nd sess., Vol. I, No. 288. 
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most of these was Stephen A. Douglas, who completely 
overshadowed William Bigler of Pennsylvania and Henry 
M. Rice of Minnesota. Five other Northern members were 
Republicans. This group was headed, very appropriately, 
by William H. Seward. Only one New Englander, Jacob 
Collamer of Vermont, was included; he was representative 
—quiet, thorough, earnest, and relatively moderate. The 
truly intransigent bloc in the party had its spokesman in 
Ben Wade of Ohio, well known for his willingness to 
answer with a squirrel rifle for his intemperate remarks. 
Less picturesque, but scarcely less irreconcilable, was 
James W. Grimes of Iowa. And, finally, ranged not quite 
so surely on the stalwart side, stood James R. Doolittle of 
Wisconsin. 

All in all, it was an able body of men—-far more com- 
manding than the House committee; nearly half of its 
members were of the first rank of talent. Such a committee 
might well have commanded notice even with less momen- 
tous duties. But now public attention focused upon it with 
extraordinary intentness. The myriad of plans hastily 
concocted during the previous month now went into limbo. 
The devotees of compromise, hitherto leaderless, had found 
their program and their leader. 


CHAPTER V 


CONSERVATIVE PRESSURE DEMORALIZES 
THE REPUBLICAN RANKS 


\ LATE as November, Republican rejection of 


any territorial compromise seemed perfectly cer- 

tain. Before the meeting of Congress confusion 
prevailed, and no strong impulse in favor of concession 
was evident. The vigorous negative reaction to Weed’s 
proposals indicated a steadfast adherence to the Chicago 
Platform. But, in the weeks after Congress met, a marked 
trend toward moderation set in. As the crisis developed, 
pressure from the conciliatory groups began to grow 
strong. As the weight of this pressure accumulated, the 
Republicans found increasing difficulty in holding their 
ranks firm. 

A primary source of weakness in the Republican 
position, and one which greatiy increased the party’s 
vulnerability, was the fact that, although victorious, the 
Republicans remained a minority group. In all of Ameri- 
can history, no President has ever been elected with so 
small a percentage of the popular vote as Lincoln received 
in 1860. His vote amounted to 39.9 per cent of the total 
cast. Thus, his actual strength was not only less than that 
of any other man who has won the presidency, but it was 
less than that of most of the major candidates who have 
failed to win it. When Lincoln ran again, in 1864, 
McClellan received 44.9 per cent of the vote, and was 
defeated. And in the campaigns of the ensuing forty years, 
there was never a time when the defeated candidate could 
not claim a larger share of public support than Lincoln 
received in 1860. Not until Parker lost to Roosevelt in 
1904, did any major candidate command less strength in 
losing than Lincoln had commanded in winning. 
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This minority status inevitably impaired Republican 
capacity to resist pressure. A clear majority would have 
armed the party with a “mandate from the people,” 
strengthening their public prestige as well as their moral 
assurance, and bestowing upon them the ultimate sanc- 
tion of a democracy. But, lacking this sanction, Lincoln 
and his party were subjected to an unremitting barrage 
of demands, especially from Northern Democrats, that 
they subordinate their minority wishes to the popular 
desire to conciliate the South. Beginning on November 8, 
the New York Herald took up this cry, and played 
every variation as the mood suggested. On some days it 
demanded that Mr. Lincoln release his electors, and 
relinquish his claim on the presidency ;' in more reasonable 
moments, it simply demanded from him a statement with 
which to reassure the South;? again, it demanded con- 
ciliatory measures from Seward and the Republicans in 
Congress,® or from the governors of important Northern 
states.* And whether exhorting governors, congressmen, 
or President-elect, the Herald reminded them at regular 
intervals that they had no majority. 

The Herald, however, not content merely to emphasize 
that the 1,865,000 Republican voters were, as a class, in 
the minority, was also impelled to analyze these voters to 
show that not all of them were slavery exclusionists. Many 
had voted as they did to secure a tariff, or to get a home- 
stead, or to rebuke the corruption of the Democratic 
machine. They had certainly not intended to pursue the 
anti-slavery cause into the cannon’s mouth, and many had 
never become wholehearted Republicans. According to 
the Herald’s plausible estimate, 900,000 of these voters 
had been conservative Whigs, followers of compromising 
Henry Clay only a few years before, and another 315,000 
were squeamish Democrats who could not stomach the 


1. New York Herald, Nov. 17, 1860. 

2. Ibid., Nov. 8, and almost daily thereafter. 
3. Ibid., Dec. 26. 

4, Ibid., Dec. 26. 
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doings of the machine.® Half of the Whigs and all of 
the Democrats, reckoned the Herald, were indifferent or 
hostile to the Chicago Platform. This would leave barely 
1,000,000 voters, or less than one-fourth of the electorate, 
who had voted for the exclusion of slavery, and even these 
could not be supposed to have any notion of the con- 
sequences of their action.® Implicitly, the Herald posed 
the question: Was this vote in any sense a mandate to 
reject compromise and to embark on a program which 
might result in war? To this query, it responded with a 
thumping negative. 

While the accuracy of the Herald’s figures may be ques- 
tioned, the validity of the basic argument is hard to 
challenge. If the majority against Lincoln was 3 to 2, the 
majority against the Republican program of slavery 
exclusion must have been even heavier. Because of this 
pronounced lack of majority support, the Republicans 
were at a moral disadvantage in maintaining their pro- 
gram, and they were perhaps more susceptible than they 
would admit to demands that they abandon their partisan 
platform. 

The pressure of the majority could not have been 
entirely without effect, but it appears that the Republi- 
cans were more influenced by a much weaker group— 
that is, by the Unionists in the Border states. Where 
the Douglas-Breckinridge-Bell majority peremptorily de- 


5. August Belmont, writing to John Forsyth, Novy. 22, remarked that 
the South regarded the result of the election as “convincing proof of 
an overwhelming anti-slavery feeling at the North.” He believed, how- 
ever, that the result of the election was “mainly owing to other causes. 
The country at large had become disgusted with the misrule of Mr. 
Buchanan and the corruption which disgraced his administration. The 
Democratic party was made answerable for his misdeeds, and a change 
was ardently desired by thousands of conservative men out of politics.” 
Letters, Speeches, and Addresses of August Belmont (Privately printed, 
1890), pp. 23-24. 

Horatio Seymour wrote to John J. Crittenden, Jan. 18, that thousands 
who were not Republicans had voted for Lincoln, in order to avoid voting 
for Lane on the Breckinridge and Lane ticket. This statement may be 
regarded with skepticism. Coleman, Crittenden, II, 254-255. 

6. New York Herald, Dec. 19. 
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manded that Republicans repudiate their platform, the 
Border Unionists only pleaded for some show of good 
will, as a sign which they might show to their people. Of 
the two approaches, the latter was more persuasive by far. 
Some of the men involved—like John Minor Botts of 
Virginia, John Gilmer of North Carolina, and Emerson 
Etheridge of Tennessee, presented the affecting spectacle 
of men incurring social ostracism and personal danger in 
the cause of Union, and crying desperately to Northern 
Unionists for aid. Thus, to the annual New England din- 
ner held in New York on December 23, John Minor Botts 
wrote that a compromise would save every state but South 
Carolina, and begged that it might be forthcoming." 

One could hardly be unmoved by their situation, and it 
is evident that not only Thurlow Weed,® Hamilton Fish,° 
and other moderates, but also the more irreconcilable 
Republicans, felt keenly their responsibility to the Border 
Unionists. Governor Morgan of New York, for instance, 
was, On one occasion, denouncing compromise as a sur- 
render to South Carolina, when someone reminded him of 
“our Union loving Sisters, Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, 
and Maryland.” At once he took a more patient tone, and 
remarked that the North would cooperate with them in 
any reasonable settlement.’° Somewhat later, Senator Fes- 
senden explained privately that he was refraining from a 
speech against compromise because “some noble fellows, 
such as Etheridge and Winter Davis, beg so hard for aid 
that it is difficult to refuse them the benefit of silence 

7. Letter of Botts, in New York Herald, Dec. 24. 

8. Weed wrote on Jan. 9, “We have urged and do urge that the 
position of Union men in Southern States should be considered... . 
The Union men of southern states ... amidst the pitiless peltings of 
the disunion storm, sought like the dove sent out from the ark, a dry 
spot on which to set their feet.” Barnes, Weed, pp. 315-316. 

9. Fish wrote, “I think concessions should be offered (and honest and 
substantial concessions, too) to secure Virginia and other Border States, 
and to strengthen the hands of Union men, South.” Fish to W. S. 
Thayer, Dec. 15, in Allan Nevins, Hamilton Fish, The Inner History 
of the Grant Administration (New York, 1936), p. 80. 


10. James B. Murray to Crittenden, Dec. 22, in Crittenden MSS. 
Murray was describing his own interview with Morgan. 
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where we can give nothing more.” And, during February, 
Salmon P. Chase wrote, “Half a dozen of the border state 
gentlemen have been in our room tonight: Etheridge and 
Stokes of Tennessee, Adams and Bristow of Kentucky, 
Gilmer of North Carolina, and others. I really sympathize 
with them.” 

But aJl the popular pressure from Northern Democrats 
and sentimental pressure from Border Unionists were easy 
to resist in comparison with the influence exerted by the 
capitalists of the day. Zachariah Chandler showed insight 
when he complained that, “From the days of Carthage to 
those of James Buchanan the great mercantile centres 
have been peaceable—-ever ready . . . to buy immunity 
but not to fight for it.”?* For the wealth of the country 
consistently and emphatically advocated some sort of 
concession.’* It was Wall Street, according to the Herald, 
which had induced Thurlow Weed to flout his party and 
propose territorial compromise.” 

Because of the very nature of the capitalist system, 
Northern financiers were, from the outset, eager for tran- 
quillity and for “business as usual.” Because of their deep- 
seated respect for property rights, moreover, they were 
unsympathetic toward abolitionist attacks upon property 
in Negroes. These basic impulses would probably have 


11. Fessenden to his family, Feb. 10, 1861, in Fessenden, Fessenden, I, 
122. 

12. Chase to a friend, Feb. 9, 1861, in Barnes, Weed, p. 329. These 
expressions by Chase and Fessenden came later than the period which 
I am discussing in the context, but it seems valid to incorporate them as 
evidences of Northern reaction to Border pleas. 

13. Chandler to Lyman Trumbull, Nov. 17, in Trumbull MSS. in 
Library of Congress. 

14. For a full and able exposition of the attitude of New York capi- 
talists throughout the period of crisis, see Philip S. Foner, Business 
and Slavery, The New York Merchants and the Irrepressible Conflict 
(Chapel Hill, 1941), especially pp. 169-322. 

15. New York Herald, Dec. 6. In this matter, it is pertinent to note 
that August Belmont was in communication with Weed, encouraging 
him in his compromise policy. See letter of Belmont to Weed, Dec. 19, 
in Belmont, Letters, p. 35. For a full discussion of the extent to which 
New York merchants supported Weed, see Foner, Business and Slavery, 
pp. 2385-237. 
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predisposed them in favor of compromise, even if they 
had possessed no monetary stake in the Southern economy. 
But their anxiety for compromise was much accentuated 
by their deep involvement in Southern commerce and 
finance. The port of New York had, for some decades, 
derived a large share of its prosperity from its dominant 
position in the cotton carrying trade.!® This commercial 
relationship had, in turn, led to the development of an 
extensive credit system, and it was estimated that North- 
ern capitalists had extended credit to the South to the 
amount of $150,000,000 or $200,000,000,!7 which would 
be irrecoverable in the event of war. To one observer, the 
position of New York as broker of Southern cotton made 
that city seem “a prolongation of the South,”!® and there 
were those who believed that, deprived of Southern trade, 
the metropolis would be ruined’® and would sink to be “no 
more than a fishing village.’”*? Although these statements 
were exaggerated, it was true that five cotton states pro- 
vided the metropolis with at least $200,000,000 worth of 
business yearly.** Even the city of Boston found annually 
in the South a market for goods worth $60,000,000, 
according to the estimate of the Boston Post, which 
argued, therefore, that one section could not “live and 
flourish without the other.””” 


16. For the Northern merchant-capitalist stake in the Southern econ- 
omy, see Foner, Business and Slavery, pp. 1-14; Robert Greenhalgh 
Albion, The Rise of New York Port (1815-1860) (New York, 1939), 
pp. 95-121. 

17. The New York Chamber of Commerce estimated this debt at 
$200,000,000; Foner, Business and Slavery, p. 218. Emerson David Fite, 
Social and Industrial Conditions in the North during the Civil War 
(New York, 1910), p. 108, estimates $300,000,000. 

18. Agénor de Gasparin, The Uprising of a Great People, pp. 76-77, 
162, as cited in Arthur C. Cole, The Irrepressible Conflict, 1850-1865, 

ao. 

A 19. [Catherine C. Hopley], Life in the South from the Commencement 
of the War, by a Blockaded British Subject (London, 1863), I, 140. 

20. Newark Mercury, Feb. 11, as cited in Cole, Irrepressible Confiict, 
p. 279. 

21. Foner, Business and Slavery, p. 7. 

22. Boston Post, Dec. 21, 1859, as cited in Cole, Irrepressible Conflict, 
p. 279. 
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Because of these economic factors, New York City had 
always been hostile to the Republicans and their program. 
The metropolis had given tangible evidence of this attitude 
in the November election, when it cast 62 per cent of its 
votes for Lincoln’s opponents.”* The Republicans were at 
no loss to explain this defeat, but promptly attributed it 
to the “very general enlistment of the Mercantile and 
Capitalist classes in the Fusion cause.”** The New York 
Tribune complained of the “intensity and unanimity of 
commercial furor” which was manifested in “shrieks of 
apprehension that the Union was about to be dissolved in 
case of Lincoln’s election.” 

This “commercial furor” was not merely alarmism. 
Much of the distress arose from conditions which mani- 
fested themselves immediately upon Lincoln’s election, and 
most of the apprehension was justified, for the crisis 
imperiled, and for a time impaired, the financial pros- 
perity of the country. Alexander T. Stewart, whose dry 
goods business had brought him perhaps the largest 
fortune in America, wrote to Thurlow Weed: “The refusal 
at Washington to concede costs us millions daily.”** 
George Livermore assured Charles Sumner that “It is an 
awful time for merchants,—worse than in 1857; and if 
there is not some speedy relief, more than half the best 
concerns in the country will be ruined.” 


23. The returns for the New York City area were: 


Lincoln Fusion 
Kings 15,883 20,583 
Queens 3,749 4,392 
New York 33,290 62,293 
52,922 87,268 


Extracted from Tribune Almanac for 1861, p. 41. For an account of the 
exertions of the New York merchants in achieving this result, see Foner, 
Business and Slavery, pp. 169-207. 

24. New York Tribune, Nov. 8. 

25. Ibid. 

26. Stewart to Weed, Feb. 20, in Barnes, Weed, p. 318. 

27. Livermore to Sumner, Dec. 12, in Pierce, Sumner, IV, 2. D. D. 'T. 
Marshall wrote to Salmon P. Chase, Nov. 13, that “The Secession howl 
attracts no attention here except among stock jobbers and Southern 
traders[.] To them, things look blue.” 
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During November and early December, this dire pre- 
diction seemed well on the way to fulfillment. The election 
of Lincoln was promptly followed by two panics on the 
New York Stock Exchange. The banks were in serious 
trouble, as was indicated by the suspension of specie 
payment in Charleston, Washington, Baltimore, and 
Philadelphia, and the issuance of clearing house certifi- 
cates by the banks of New York. Unhappy creditors 
awaited Southern repudiation of debts at any moment, 
and it soon developed that they were not indulging 
groundless apprehension, for the repudiation ensued 
quickly, and business failures followed in such numbers 
that the total for 1861 exceeded that for the panic year of 
1857.°° The North averted a major economic collapse only 
because of purely fortuitous crop failures in Europe 
which caused a heavy demand for American grain, and 
thus offset the forces which were leading toward a depres- 
sion.”° 

In these premises, the men of property were fearful of 
crisis, friendly to the South, and anxious for compromise. 
As a group, therefore, they responded enthusiastically to 
the Crittenden proposals. Without attempting to enumer- 


28. For evidence of the financial distress, see Foner, Business and 
Slavery, pp. 208-223, 259-260. Also, see Rhodes, Hist. of U. 8., III, 172, 
note 1; Fite, Social . . . Conditions in North During Civil War, pp. 
105-108; Cole, Irrepressible Conflict, pp. 282-283. 

29. Charles A. Davis wrote to Crittenden, Jan. 21: “in November 
. .. there was every reason to suppose that the then impending evil 
could scarcely fail to make ‘mince meat’ of every commercial and trading 
interest in all this quarter. That such has not been the case may be 
attributed to two leading causes: Ist, The continued demand for bread 
stuffs (food of all kinds) in Europe, which of course has been a great 
boon to North and West—and 2nd, the vast increase of the consumption 
of cotton everywhere, coupled just now with a fear in Europe that our 
present crop, and especially the next, may be obstructed in its produc- 
tion by political embroilments reaching the labor of producing. Hence 
good prices, and hence comes gold to us, and the balance of trade is in 
our favor yet... and hence secession thus far has not worked the 
evil that was deprecated three months ago. Had these causes (especially 
demand for food ahead) not existed ... there would have been such 
a financial smash up in this whole country, that no one could now calcu- 
late the extent of it.” Crittenden MSS. 
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ate all of the major capitalists who sympathized with these 
measures, it is impressive to list those who sent the Ken- 
tucky Senator written assurance of their support. Among 
his approving correspondents were: Jay Gould, who as- 
sured Crittenden that “a great majority in Pennsylvania” 
favored his compromise; Daniel Lord, eminent insurance 
lawyer, who wrote repeatedly of his activities in circulat- 
ing memorials and petitions in support of compromise; 
James William Beekman and James DePeyster Ogden, 
heirs to the wealth and prestige of old New York families ; 
Anthony B. Allen, one of America’s leading manufactur- 
ers of farm machinery; John Brodhead, president of the 
Camden and Atlantic Railroad; Charles Augustus Davis, 
another frequent correspondent, and owner of a fortune 
accumulated in the iron trade; Edwin Croswell, who had 
become affluent as a public printer and as a member of 
the “Albany Regency,” and who had then gone into 
business in New York; Amos Adams Lawrence, of Boston, 
an opulent cotton manufacturer and large scale philan- 
thropist; and August Belmont, who engaged in banking 
with all the financial prestige appropriate to one affiliated 
with the Rothschilds.*° 

As late as December 15, the Northern capitalists had 
made very little effort in behalf of conciliation, except to 
address individual appeals to extremists of both sections. 
When writing to Southern correspondents, they usually 
sought to emphasize that the ascendancy of the Republi- 
cans was only transitory, that the Northern majority was 
not hostile to the South nor to slavery, and that the force 
of anti-slavery was losing its effectiveness within the 
Republican ranks.** 


30. Letters to Crittenden from Gould, Jan. 4, 1861 [incorrectly dated 
and calendared, “1860,” in the printed calendar of Crittenden MSS.]; 
Lord, Dec. 22, 29, Jan. 26; Beekman, Jan. 24; Ogden, Jan. 29; Allen, 
Jan. 19; Brodhead, Jan. 4; Davis, Dec. 31, Jan. 7, 21, 28, Feb. 14; 
Croswell, Dec. 24; Lawrence, Jan. 22; Belmont, Dec. 26 [also in Belmont, 
Letters, p. 41]. All in Crittenden MSS. See also Davis to Winfield Scott, 
Dec. 26, in ibid. 

31. Belmont to John Forsyth of Ala., Nov. 22, Dec. 19; to Herschel V. 
Johnson of Ga,, Nov. 22, Dec. 30; to John C. Bradley of Ala., Nov. 28; 
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But appeals to the South were incidental. Businessmen 
tended to admit that Southern grievances were justified, 
and that continued forbearance could not be expected of 
the South unless concessions were granted. To secure 
concessions, therefore, they must seek to influence the 
Republicans, and to influence the Republicans they must 
organize. A recognition of this fact led these men and 
many like them to rally to the cause of compromise and to 
work to mobilize public opinion and confront the Repub- 
licans with that mobilization. They held conferences to 
elaborate their strategy; they wrote letters extensively ; 
they drew up and circulated memorials or petitions, to 
which they secured more than one hundred thousand 
signatures; they organized great mass meetings in New 
York and Philadelphia; and they sent delegations to 
Washington to exert their influence directly. 

One of the first steps in this program of organization 
took place in mid-December, when a number of outstand- 
ing capitalists, including William B. Astor and William 
H. Aspinwall, made arrangements and issued a call for a 
“private” meeting of a large number of merchants, with 
a view to adopting resolutions expressive of their feeling. 
This meeting took place on December 15 at the offices of 
Richard Lathers at 33 Pine St., and was known thereafter 
as the Pine Street Meeting. More than two thousand 
merchants attended. Charles O’Conor presided, and a 
number of speeches were made. Some speakers berated the 
secessionists and some the Republicans, but the consensus 
was expressed by a speech of Hiram Ketchum, and by an 
address and resolutions which were adopted: if the South 
to William Martin of S. C., Nov. 30. Belmont, Letters, pp. 24-29, 36-39. 

See also letters of William H. Livingston and Co. of New York to 
Henrey and Co. of Charleston, and James A. Hamilton to Thomas C. 
Pinckney, quoted in Foner, Business and Slavery, p. 226. 

In an address to the people of the South, adopted at the Pine Street 
meeting (below, p. 176-177), it was argued that the anti-Republicans 
had gained 22 seats in the recently elected House of Representatives, 
that the Republican party was splitting apart, and that “Anti-slavery- 
ism has constituted but one of various political elements combined in that 


‘Republicanism’ which has elected Mr. Lincoln.” Foner, Business and 
Slavery, p. 229. 
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would refrain from rash action, Northern conservatives 
would combine with moderate Republicans to secure the 
recognition of the right to carry slavery into the terri- 
tories, and the redress of Southern grievances. A delega- 
tion was even appointed to visit the Southern States and 
present this assurance.*” 

The Pine Street meeting marked the beginning of 
vigorous activities. During the ensuing weeks of December 
and January, the capitalists exerted themselves in various 
ways. Among their earliest endeavors was the arranging 
of mass meetings, which were held in nearly all the large 
cities of the North, and at which great numbers of people 
were present. Philadelphia held one of the greatest on 
December 13.** Boston was the scene of a large gathering 
when conservative forces broke up a meeting in honor of 
the memory of John Brown, and improvised a counter- 
meeting of their own.** But the most spectacular of these 
great public demonstrations was probably that held at the 
Cooper Union on January 28. This assemblage was 
originally planned for January 22, but the control of the 
committee on arrangements fell into the hands of out- 
and-out secessionists. The committee, therefore, had to be 
“reconstructed,” and a delay was necessary. But when the 
meeting did assemble, with Crittenden’s friend, James 
DePeyster Ogden, in the chair, a huge crowd was in 
attendance. Eminent speakers, representing both parties, 
presented arguments in favor of compromise, and commis- 
sioners were appointed to go to the seceding states to seek 
a basis for conciliation.* 

’ But mass meetings were, at best, only an indirect way 


32. Best account of the Pine Street meeting is in Foner, Business and 
Slavery, pp. 227-232; see also Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., 111, 173-174. The 
New York Herald, Dec. 16, contains an account. 

33. Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 178. 

34. Ibid. 

35. Appleton Oaksmith to Crittenden, Jan. 19; Jas. DePeyster Ogden 
to Crittenden, Jan. 29; in Crittenden MSS, DeAlva Stanwood Alexander, 
Political History of the State of New York (New York, 1906), II, 
851-352. 
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of exercising suasion upon Congress. Another and a more 
direct form was that of petition. From the outset of their 
activity, the mercantile-capitalist group relied heavily on 
this device, and the accumulation of signatures appears as 
one of their most constant enterprises. As early as Decem- 
ber 19, August Belmont wrote: “A very strong memorial, 
to be signed by all the leading men of both parties who are 
for the maintenance of the Union, is now preparing and 
will be forthwith sent to Washington.”** 

Some of these petitions, like the one mentioned by Bel- 
mont, circulated only among special groups of outstand- 
ing men. A striking example of this type of resolution 
was produced on January 18 by a body of New York 
merchants, meeting in the Chamber of Commerce, and 
adopting unanimously a memorial to Congress urging the 
acceptance of the Crittenden Compromise.** Another 
such resolution, with an even more limited group of sub- 
scribers, was one supported by a number of railway 
presidents who met in Washington in January. These 
magnates, too, sent a memorial to Congress, implementing 
their recommendations with the assertion that they repre- 
sented $300,000,000.*° 

The most publicized petitions, however, were those 
intended to demonstrate that the public at large favored 
compromise. T’o adduce proof of this, countless petitions 
were launched. In New York, “‘a number of gentlemen of 
our best sort, including some leading Republicans,” 
drafted a memorial on December 28 and planned to print 
and circulate it before the new year came in.” By January 
11, a correspondent of Crittenden assured him that these 
memorials were then in circulation, and were meeting with 
prompt and almost universal response.*® Two weeks later, 
Daniel Lord, who had pushed the enterprise from the 

36. Belmont to Wiiliam Sprague, Dec. 19, in Belmont, Letters, pp. 
34-35. 

87. Alexander, Polit. Hist. of N. Y., II, 349-350. 

38. Speech of Crittenden, Feb. 9, in Cong. Globe, p. 822. 


39. Daniel Lord to Crittenden, Dec. 29, in Crittenden MSS. 
40. Simeon Baldwin to Crittenden, Jan. 11, in ibid. 
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beginning, reported that the memorial, “very numerously 
signed,” would be brought to Washington on January 29 
by a “very large and respectable committee” of New 
Yorkers.*! The memorial was indeed “numerously signed” ; 
it contained 38,000 names, and was brought to Wash- 
ington ceremoniously by a committee of outstanding 
merchants. These gentlemen entrusted their document to 
Senator Seward. One cannot believe that he derived any 
pleasure from this guardianship, but he presented the 
petition to Congress, and accompanied the presentation 
by a speech in which he stated that 63,000 signatures had 
been collected altogether, many having been presented 
previously. He was careful to state that he could not 
promise to support the petition, but he freely admitted 
that it was “‘a fair exponent of . . . the whole commercial 
interest of the United States,” and that, “in any other 
part of the world, such a communication would commend 
obedience.”’*? 

While these activities were in progress in New York, 
similar exertions were being made in Boston. There the 
leadership in circulating petitions fell to Crittenden’s 
friend Amos A. Lawrence, a wealthy textile industrialist. 
His group thought it best to offer two forms of petitions: 
one for Republicans, and therefore phrased in rather 
general terms, urging the maintenance of harmony; the 
other, more specific in its approval of the Crittenden 
plan.** The first of these two forms was circulated in 
Boston, and appears to have received about 14,000 signa- 
tures, which is an astonishingly high total for a city with 
only 19,000 voters.** Meanwhile, the second petition, 
endorsing the Crittenden compromise by name, was circu- 
lated hastily through 182 Massachusetts communities, 
where, in a very limited time, it gathered 22,313 signa- 


41. Lord to Crittenden, Jan. 26, in ibid. 

42. In Senate, Jan. 31. Cong. Globe, p. 657. 

43. Lawrence to Crittenden, Jan. 22, in Crittenden MSS. 

44. Ibid.; speech of Crittenden in Senate, Feb. 12, Cong. Globe, p. 862. 
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tures.*° Those signatures which had been collected were 
presented to the Senate by Crittenden on February 12. 
Sheafs of petitions and resolutions of mass meetings 
served excellently as silent witnesses, to Congress, of a 
strong demand for compromise. But such documents were 
passive, and Northern merchants wanted more than merely 
passive appeals. Accordingly, throughout the crisis they 
sent numerous delegations to Washington, to labor per- 
sonally with recalcitrant congressmen. Without attempt- 
ing to record all of these missions, it may suffice to note 
tHat several important ones visited Washington during 
January. Early in the month, a party of leading Repub- 
licans, including A. A. Low, Hamilton Fish, Moses H. 
Grinnell, and J. C. Green, went from New York to 
the capital. At about the same time, a delegation of 
non-Republicans made a similar trip. These delegates 
accomplished little, but their failure, instead of discourag- 
ing the business men, merely provoked them to a greater 
effort. On January 29, accordingly, a delegation of 
leading merchants arrived at Washington by special train. 
In this party were A. A. Low, Peter Cooper, William H. 
Aspinwall, William E. Dodge, Thomas Phelps, Wilson G. 
Hunt, A. R. Wetmore, and James Gailatin. They brought 
with them the huge petition, already mentioned, which 
Seward presented to the Senate. But their activity by no 
means ceased with the fulfillment of this mission. On the 
day after witnessing the presentation of their memorial, 
the merchants met in conference with the congressmen of 
the Border states. At this meeting, the visitors found the 
atmosphere rather chilly, until they pointed out that it 
lay within their collective power to prevent a government 
lean from being subscribed, whereupon they found the 
Border statesmen more cordial. But the most important 
meeting by far was a dinner at Willard’s, tendered by the 
45. An undated, unsigned memorandum concerning this petition may 


be found in the Crittenden MSS., Vol. 24, numbered 490la. See also 
speech of Crittenden, Feb. 12, in Cong. Globe, p. 862. 
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visitors to the Republican members of Congress. About 
seventy of the one hundred and forty Republican members 
attended. At this affair, A. A. Low and William E. 
Dodge spoke for the merchants, admitting that they had 
encountered little success in their conciliatory mission, but 
insisting that they would not despair, and appealing for 
the abandonment of the Chicago Platform: “Shall we 

. stand upon a platform made some time ago in view 
of facts which then existed, and which have ceased to exist 
now; or shall we be willing to . . . yield some fair con- 
cession, without any sacrifice of principle?’’*® 

In response to this query, it is a notable fact that a 
number of Republicans replied with brief speeches in 
favor of compromise. Senators Simon Cameron of Penn- 
sylvania and Lafayette S. Foster of Connecticut, as well 
as Representatives John Sherman of Ohio, Elbridge G. 
Spaulding of New York, John T. Nixon of New Jersey, 
James T. Hale of Pennsylvania, W. McKee Dunn of 
Indiana, and Samuel Curtis of Iowa were among this 
number. The merchants believed that most of their seventy 
guests shared in these compromise sentiments. ‘hey did 
not deceive themselves, however, as to the continuing 
opposition of the absentees.*’ 

If by these varied activities the merchants gained less 
support than they hoped for among the Republicans in 
Congress, they at least gained enough to excite newspaper 
comment** and to cause grave concern to staunch Repub- 
licans. Senator Fessenden confided that, “My great 
anxiety is lest the spirit of trade in our large Northern 
cities should so operate as to frighten our people.’*® 

46. Foner, Business and Slavery, pp. 248-258, gives full accounts of 


the activities of these delegations, and especially of the dinner at 
Willard’s, which was written up fully only in the Philadelphia Press, 
Feb. 4. 

47, Foner, Business and Slavery, pp. 257-258. 

48. “There is a great pressure here from the business and high social 
circles of all our great cities for a compromise.” New York Tribune, 
Feb. 3 (Washington dispatch). 


49. Fessenden to his family, Feb. [?], 1861, in Fessenden, Fessenden, 
I, 124, 
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Charles Sumner complained openly in the Senate that the 
merchants of New York and Boston wanted him, and the 
men of his type, “to surrender our principles.”°° Even 
before these two took alarm, Zachariah Chandler had 
written to Lyman Trumbull of his anxiety: “The mercan- 
tile world is in a ferment, even some good reliable Repub- 
licans are alarmed and wish something done. Now I have 
no fear that the senseless Southern how! will affect Mr. 
Lincoln in the least, but I do fear that this Republican 
alarm may extend even to Springfield.’®* 

Chandler’s apprehensions were justified. A few days 
later, Henry Villard wrote from the Illinois capital that 
every day brought letters and personal appeals to Lincoln 
to adopt a conciliatory policy, in order to soothe the 
South. Even Republicans joined in this plea, and among 
the most anxious were the men of wealth: “But a few steps 
from his reception room, the leading financiers of the State 
were assembled for many days to counsel and devise the 
best means of averting the commercial crisis. . . . Tele- 
graphic dispatches conveying the troubles and anxieties 
of Eastern financial commercial centers, constantly flashed 
upon him.”?? 


With all this storm of pressure which beat upon the 
Republican party, it is natural that lines began to waver. 
For a minority party which knew itself to be a minority 
party, the force of demands from the divided majority in 
opposition, from the pitifully sincere Border Unionists, 
and from the importunate financiers, must have seemed 
almost irresistible. Perhaps the remarkable thing is that 
the Republican lines did not buckle completely. 

But though they showed resistance, they did not remain 
intact. Even before the opening of Congress, signs of 

50. Speech in Senate, Feb. 12, in Cong. Globe, p. 863. 

51. Chandler to Trumbull, Nov. 17, in Trumbull MSS. Meanwhile, 
Senator Trumbull himself experienced some pressure from the com- 
mercial classes of Chicago. Horace White, The Life of Lyman Trumbull 


(Boston, 1913), p. 117. 
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defection were evident. Thurlow Weed’s unexpected 
endorsement of a renewal of the Missouri Compromise 
constituted, by itself, a serious breach in the Republican 
solidarity. Faithful partisans received it with a volley of 
abuse which purported to show unanimity of disapproval. 
But, in spite of the outcry, there were indications that 
other Republicans of the first rank shared Weed’s desire 
for conciliation, though they hesitated to concede so much 
or to express themselves so freely. Thus the New York 
Times was less bold than the Evening Journal in the 
remedies which it proposed, but Henry J. Raymond had 
committed himself, no less than Weed, to the desirability 
of concessions to the South. Meanwhile, James Watson 
Webb, editor of the New York Courier and Enquirer, had 
acted with characteristic verve, endorsing Weed’s position 
and sending a copy of his endorsement to every member 
of Congress.** 

Thus the ranks were perceptibly shaken even before 
Congress assembled. The New York Herald professed to 
believe that “There is a strong prospect of a satisfactory 
settlement of the difficulties on a permanent basis.””°* This 
observation was predicated upon the erroneous assumption 
that Seward would take up the cause of compromise, and 
therefore it seems less valid than the simultaneous obser- 
vation of Seward himself that “the Republican party 
today is as uncompromising as the Secessionists in South 
Carolina.” But, he added, “A month hence each may come 
to think that moderation is wiser.” In this anticipation, 
Seward mistook the Carolinians, who developed no tend- 
ency toward moderation, but he correctly gauged the direc- 
tion of thought among his fellow-Republicans, who-showed 
an increasing willingness to scuttle the Chicago Platform. 

Indications of this attitude began to appear during the 
first week of the session. On December 9, the Herald again 
asserted that peaceful solutions were imminent, or, as it 
said, “better things will occur within a fortnight than the 

53. Seward to Weed, Dec. 3, in Barnes, Weed, p. 308. 


54. New York Herald, Dec. 3. 
55. Seward to Weed, Dec. 3, in Barnes, Weed, p. 308. 


CONSERVATIVE PRESSURE 129 


most ultra of either side anticipate.”** On this occasion, 
Republican evidence did not contradict the H erald, but, 
rather, corroborated it. For Henry Adams, whose home 
was an informal Republican headquarters, noted on the 
same day the first signs of Republican defection in the 
Senate. The two Rhode Island senators, he said, were 
“both very fishy and weak-kneed.’”*” 

The next four days witnessed a further development of 
conciliatory spirit, to such a point that the guardians of 
the Chicago Platform were badly discouraged. Senator 
James Dixon of Connecticut showed something of the new 
tone when he expressed, on the Senate floor, a readiness to 
make any reasonable and honest sacrifice to preserve the 
Union. He proposed to give the South all the rights which 
it could properly claim under the Constitution, and 
although he took care to assert a consistent adherence to 
principle, he repudiated the idea of an irrepressible con- 
flict. His hostility to the doctrinaires of both sections 
found emphatic expression in a closing assertion that “if 
the question of slavery shall destroy our Union, it will not 
be because it could not be satisfactorily and rightfully 
adjusted, but because the statesmen of the day are incom- 
petent to the task.’°* Meanwhile, John Sherman was 
trying to prove himself not incompetent to the task by 
formulating his scheme to end the territorial controversy 
by admitting the entire territorial area to statehood.” 

On the day following Sherman’s new departure, the 
Republicans in the House Committee of Thirty-three 
made their first collective move toward conciliation. With 
the secession of South Carolina only a week in the offing, 
the committee began to hold prolonged meetings, and to 
give other evidences of concern. William Kellogg of 
Illinois, a personal friend of Abraham Lincoln, and, 
accordingly, a man of influence, made a notably conserva- 

56. New York Herald, Dec. 9, 1860. 

57. Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 9, in Ford, ed., Henry Adams 
Letters, 1858-1891, p. 63. The Rhode Island senators were Henry B. 
Anthony and James F. Simmons, both Republicans. 


58. Speech in Senate, Dec. 10, in Cong. Globe, pp. 32-33. 
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tive speech in the committee, defending Lincoln against 
the charge of abolitionism, and saying that all proper 
concessions to the South would be made. This pronounce- 
ment was, if anything, more advanced than Dixon’s speech 
or Sherman’s resolutions, and it derived additional impor- 
tance from the possibility that Lincoln might have inspired 
it. Forthwith, the committee proceeded to act, and half 
of the Republican members joined the Democrats and 
Americans in a resolution endorsing the “prompt and 
cheerful” grant of constitutional remedies and specific 
guarantees to mollify Southern discontent “whether such 
discontent and hostility are without just cause or not.”® 

To militant Republicans, it looked as though the old 
story was to be re-enacted. Frightened liberals would for- 
sake their principles to allay Southern hostility, whether 
justified or not. At the Adams house, dejection prevailed, 
and Henry wrote to his brother a melancholy account of 
the course of events. “All the mean material we’ve got is 
coming out now,” he reported. “Dixon of Connecticut 
flattened out, and so has Sherman; so will Anthony,” 
Foster, Collamer,®* I believe, and a heap in the lower 
House. The Thirty-Three committee is sitting now every 
day and all day, and they’ll be reporting some damned 
nonsense or other soon. Today we were all waiting for our 
good father before dinner, when in he popped in a state 
of considerable friction and reported that his committee 
had sprung a resolution on them yielding everything, 
which had passed in spite of him with only eight nega- 
tives ;°* New England, New York, and Wisconsin. . . . It 
embroils things badly and will inevitably break the Re- 
publican line.’’® 

60, Committee proceedings of Dec. 14, reported in New York Herald, 
New York Tribune, Dec. 15. 

61. See above, p. 97. 

62. Henry B. Anthony, Senator from R. I. 

63. Lafayette S. Foster, Senator from Conn, 

64, Jacob Collamer, Senator from Vt. 
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Of course, Henry Adams was unseasoned, and perhaps 
impressionable and easily alarmed. But it is also true that 
he was in intimate political communion with his father and 
with Seward, and their outlook was apparently not such 
as to temper his pessimism. Near the end of the letter 
quoted above, he returned to a supremely dismal statement 
of the condition of his party: “I’m afraid . . . I only 
speak exact truth when I tell you to prepare yourself for 
a complete disorganization of our party. If the South 
show any liberal spirit, the reaction will sweep us out 
dreadfully and thin our ranks to a skeleton. . . . How 
many there will be faithful unto the end, I cannot say, 
but I fear me much, not a third of the House.” 

Nor was Adams’ grimness the mere manifestation of a 
transient mood. Five days later, he lamented that “our 
men hardly dare say they’ll take the prize they’ve won.” 
Then, with something of the acrimony of his grandfather, 
he proceeded to particularize on the weak places of Re- 
publican morale. Representative Rice of Massachusetts 
was held firm, he said, only by “some pretty tight screws 
on him.” Pennsylvania seemed to him to show “some sound 
principle in the western counties,” but Philadelphia was 
“all about our ears,” and the state as a whole was “rotten 
to the core.” “Ohio is not all she should be, and Indiana 
is all she should not be, just as that mean state always 
was.” He found Illinois “‘tolerably well,” and Wisconsin 
earned his approbation as “a new Vermont,” but there 
was “too low a tone everywhere.” 

The Republicans avoided publicizing their misgivings, 
and Henry Adams was restrained from expressing pub- 
licly the concern which he had revealed to his brother.” 

67. Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 18, in ibid., p. 66. 

68. At this time, Adams was writing occasional letters for the Boston 
Advertiser, and it appears that he wrote one about Dec. 14 which was 
not published. This is evident from his letters to C. F. Adams, Jr., on 
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Because of the general concealment of all such qualms, it 
is now difficult to find evidences of the demoralization in 
the Republican ranks. But the surviving indications suffice 
to show that it was widespread and increasing. The party 
which drafted the Chicago Platform and achieved the elec- 
tion of Lincoln was, in fact, an unstable minority coalition 
of true anti-slavery radicals and of opportunist groups 
which were essentially moderate. Promptly after its vic- 
tory, this imperfect coalition was subjected to enormous 
pressure,” not only by the threat of secession, but by the 
entreaties of the Border Unionists, by the united force of 
the Northern conservative majority, and by the demands 
of the masters of finance. At the same time, public reaction 
moved toward compromise, and vast numbers of Republi- 
cans who had cast ballots for Lincoln and free territory 
in November, signed petitions for Crittenden and terri- 
torial compromise in the month following.’® Under this 
impact, the Republican Congressmen, never oblivious to the 
tenor of opinion, began to temper their zeal. Certain iso- 
lated ones—at first confirmed heretics like Eli Thayer, or 
lame ducks, like David Kilgore; later, representative men 
like John Sherman and James Dixon—began cautiously 
to cast about for a basis for compromise. This movement 
remained subterranean, but gained momentum and ad- 
herents until it was strong enough to induce half of the 
Republican members of the Committee of Thirty-three to 
declare themselves in favor of “constitutional remedies” 
and “‘specific guarantees” for the South. 

As yet no general action of significance had taken place. 
Many Republicans, like Sumner and Fessenden, ad- 
hered to their policies as if there were no crisis. Some of 


fishy. You can tell Hale [editor of the Advertiser] this, and mark me 
what he says or looks, for I do much mistrust me that he suppressed 
that letter.” [bid., pp. 65, 68. 

69. John A. Gurley, irreconcilable Republican representative from 
Ohio, spoke of the fact that “Weed and others brought every influence 
to bear to break us down and make our men surrender.” Gurley to 
Salmon P. Chase, Jan. 24, in Chase MSS. 
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them would have held steadfast to this attitude regardless 
of consequences, and Adams was unduly glum when he 
predicted that two-thirds of his party in the House would 
go with the tide. But he was right that the tide was ebbing, 
for in December the Republicans exhibited a temper so 
conciliatory as to have been unimaginable in November. 
The effect of such movements is usually cumulative, and 
there was no saying how rapidly this temper would spread. 
The individual congressman was ill fortified to resist all 
the pressure upon him, and he was especially ill prepared 
to resist it alone. The Chicago Platform was not without 
value in his eyes, but it was, after all, only a campaign 
document, and the campaign was over. In the absence of 
a re-statement of policy, or an assumption of responsibility 
by a leader, he would hesitate to assume the responsibility 
of defeating compromise. He had waited five weeks for 
such leadership, and it had not been forthcoming. As time 
passed, he found his constituents more clamorous for com- 
promise, and his colleagues more receptive to it. In these 
premises, he must inevitably view it with increasing com- 
plaisance. 

But whether most Republican congressmen would soon 
have accepted compromise must remain in the realm of 
speculation. For the growing tendency was not permitted 
to continue uninterrupted. From the first appointment of 
the Committee of Thirty-three, the President-elect had 
followed its proceedings apprehensively.” It is evident that 
his apprehension increased with the unfolding of events. 
In consequence he abandoned his policy of remaining in- 
active until his inauguration, and quietly but effectively 
he brought the vast weight of his influence to bear. Assum- 
ing a momentous responsibility, he intervened to arrest the 
growing sentiment for compromise among the Republicans 
in Congress. 


71. New York Herald, Dec. 15 (Springfield, Dec. 10). 


CHAPTER VI 
LINCOLN’S PERILOUS SILENCE 


governmental system, one of the best known is 

that anachronistic arrangement which, until 1937, 
permitted the President and the members of Congress to 
continue in service for four months after their successors 
were chosen. The curious status of the “lame duck” con- 
gressman, and the impotence of executives like Herbert 
Hoover or James Buchanan in the last winter of their ad- 
ministrations, are familiar topics. But there is another 
aspect of the same situation which is equally striking, 
though less familiar. This aspect concerns officers-elect, 
who were placed in the anomalous position of incurring 
fierce publicity and wielding vast influence, weeks before 
they assumed the powers of office. 

Throughout American history, this anomaly was never 
so vividly illustrated as during the four months when 
Abraham Lincoln waited in Springfield for the Buchanan 
administration to expire. Nominally, Lincoln was simply 
a private citizen of Illinois, the senior partner in the law 
firm of Lincoln and Herndon. Potentially, he had been 
chosen to the highest office in the nation. His contempo- 
raries did not know that the future would reveal him as 
“the War President,” and “the Emancipator,” but his im- 
portance, if not his greatness, was understood. From the 
moment of his nomination, Springfield had become a po- 
litical Mecca, and even before the Committee of Notifica- 
tion sipped lemonade in Mrs. Lincoln’s meagerly furnished 
parlor, politicians had come to seek her husband’s favor. 

Lincoln might have expected a swarm of political mendi- 
cants in any case, but the unique element of his position 
lay in the fact that, from the moment of his election, he 
was held responsible for the secession movement, and was 


\ MONG the distinctive features of the American 
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constantly importuned to move to allay the outburst with 
which the lower South had responded to his triumph. From 
all sides came demands for a statement, a program, a let- 
ter, a gesture, a list of appointments, to indicate the mod- 
eration of his policy and purpose. 

These demands derived especial point from the fact that 
Lincoln had waged one of the most laconic campaigns in 
history. In fact, he had probably indulged himself in pub- 
lic utterance less than any other aspirant to the Presi- 
dency except, perhaps, Zachary Taylor. Until Lincoln 
went to New York to speak at the Cooper Institute in 
February, 1860, he had never made a significant speech 
in the East; and, after that trip, he did not speak sig- 
nificantly again until he stood on the east portico of the 
Capitol and delivered his First Inaugural Address. 

Thus, for nearly a year, when his ways were least known 
and his attitude was of greatest import, Lincoln remained 
silent. Not one campaign speech did he make; not one 
public letter did he write, save to acknowledge his nomina- 
tion in a statement and a letter which together contain 
less than three hundred words. In these lapses from silence, 
he affirmed that the Chicago Platform “meets my ap- 
proval, and it shall be my care not to violate it or disregard 
it in any part.” He acknowledged, also, his “due regard 

. . to the rights of all the States and Territories and 
people of the nation” and “to the inviolability of the Con- 
stitution.”? But beyond this, he said not one word to re- 
affirm, much less to elaborate, his position. 

This unusual silence derived not so much from native 
taciturnity, as from Lincoln’s firm conviction that sec- 
tional antagonism fed upon discussion of sectional issues, 
and especially upon misconstruction of what had been 
said. He suspected his Democratic antagonists of seeking 
to bully him into a modification of the Chicago Platform, 
or to goad him into an injudicious statement which might 


1. Letter of acceptance, to George Ashmun and the Republican Na- 
tional Convention, May 23, 1660, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of 
Lincoln, V1, 14-15. 
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be used against him.” In consequence, he deliberately 
adopted a policy of silence. This policy found expression 
in his abstention from public utterance, and again in his 
refusal to answer the interrogations of persons who wrote 
to him. He avowed this policy frankly, making it the theme 
of a form letter which went forth to all who sought to draw 
him out. This letter, sent over the signature of his secre- 
tary, explained that Mr. Lincoln received many such in- 
quiries as to his position, and that he also received many 
other communications beseeching him “to write nothing 
whatever upon any point of political doctrine.” The letter 
asserted that “his positions were well known when he was 
nominated, and that he must not now embarrass the can- 
vass by undertaking to shift or modify them.” Thus im- 
plicitly declining to furnish the desired statement, the 
letter closed with an expression of regret that it was im- 
possible to oblige everyone.’ 

Occasionaily, when the caliber of the correspondent or 
the circumstances of the case forbade the use of his form 
letter, Lincoln wrote an individual reply, but he made 
these exceptions only to defend his silence more effectively, 
and never to deviate from it.* On occasion, he made refer- 
ence to his earlier utterances, which, he steadily main- 
tained, were self-explanatory. Thus, to two seekers for 
a gloss upon the House Divided Speech, he wrote, ‘Look 


2. Lincoin wrote to George Denison Prentice, Oct. 29, 1860: “If I 

. abstain [from issuing a statement], it will be because of apprehen- 
sion that it would do harm. For the good men of the South—and I 
regard the majority of them as such—I have no objection to repeat 
seventy and seven times. But I have bad men to deal with, both North 
and South; men who are eager for something new upon which to base 
new misrepresentations; men who would like to frighten me, or at least 
to fix upon me the character of timidity and cowardice. ... I intend 
keeping my eye upon these gentlemen, and to not unnecessarily put 
any weapons in their hands.” Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, 
VI, 66-68. 

3. Letter in ibid., VI, 22-23. 

4. Such letters were written to William S. Speer, Oct. 23; George 
Denison Prentice, Oct. 29; Truman Smith, Nov. 10; N. P. Paschall, 
Nov. 16; and Henry J. Raymond, Nov. 28. Ibid., VI, 63-74. 
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over it carefully, and conclude I meant all I said, and did 
not mean any thing I did not say, and you will have my 
meaning.’” 

The pressure upon Lincoln for a statement may have 
seemed heavy during the campaign, but it was slight com- 
pared to that which developed after his election. So soon 
as it appeared that he would be in position to execute his 
policies, the lower South looked to secession, without wait- 
ing to be certain what his policies were. This, of course, 
created a furor, and in the North it led to frantic appeals 
for some sort of declaration to quiet Southern fears. 

Characteristically importunate was the New York 
Herald, which reported a few days before the election that 
Lincoln was said to have a letter already prepared to be 
published as soon as his election was assured.* When this 
fabulous letter failed to materialize, the Herald began 
to demand one. Two days after the election, it urged, in 
an editorial, that Lincoln ought to make a statement affirm- 
ing his support of the Fugitive Slave Law and his readi- 
ness to subordinate the interests of his party to those of 
his country.’ The same idea received editorial repetition on 
the day following, and frequently thereafter. Always the 
Herald emphasized the gravity of Lincoln’s responsibility 
—the enormous power which he could exert for good or 
evil: “There is only one man in the United States who 
has it in his power to restore the country to its former 
happy and prosperous condition, and that man is the 
President elect. . . . He can be either Catiline or Cin- 
cinnatus. . . . If Mr. Lincoln will speak out in a manner 
calculated to reassure the conservative masses of all the 
States, the present cloud will pass away hke a summer 
ehowers sax? 

The pressure was so heavy that, to one staunch Republi- 

5. Lincoln to O. P. Hall and I. H. Fullininder, Feb. 14, in Gilbert 
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can, it seemed as if “the ‘real tug’ of the war” had just be- 
gun, because of “the tremendous effort . .. in every 
quarter by the ‘nominal republicans’ to draw Lincoln’s 
fire and, by getting from him a premature announcement 
of the policy of his administration, to weaken the moral 
force of our triumph.’” 

Without agreeing as to the purpose of those who sought 
“to draw Lincoln’s fire,” one may safely accept the state- 
ment that their effort was “in every quarter.” From New 
Orleans, the sister of Salmon P. Chase wrote to him, pictur- 
ing the boundless gratitude of his countrymen if he would 
only “Make Lincoln write a manifesto to the country.” 
From Kentucky, another writer thought that the adoption 
by Lincoln of a “truly national and constitutional pro- 
gramme” would render the country “ultimately safe.’ 
From the neighboring state of Tennessee, another Union- 
ist wrote to Crittenden that Lincoln “has but to speak. 
. . . He has the power, to save his country. . . .”? From 
the East came a chorus of demands, from the Democrats, 
from the powerful commercial interests, and sometimes 
from Republicans, one of whom was the eminent Henry J. 
Raymond." And in Springfield, where ail these plaints 
converged, the correspondent of the New York Herald 
reported that “every mail brought him [Lincoln] written, 
and every hour, verbal entreaties to abandon his perilous 
silence . . . and pour the oil of conciliatory, conservative 
assurances upon the turbulent waves of Southern excite- 
ment. Even among his own political adherents many 
Union-loving men exhorted him to yield.”!* 


9. Luther B. Bruen, Dayton, O., Nov. 13, to Chase, in Chase MSS. 
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The President-elect was not wholly impervious to these 

importunities, but so far as he yielded at all, he yielded 
very little and very slowly. The demands upon him not 
only required a complete reversal of his own policy, but 
they also ran counter to the wishes of many of his most 
ardent followers. For the more radical Republicans were 
in complete sympathy with his policy of silence, and they 
were hostile to any step suggestive of compromise, or even 
of moderation. Their attitude is typified by certain cor- 
respondents of Salmon P. Chase, who hoped that Lincoln 
would preserve his silence. They felt that the issuance of 
an address by him would be a “weak and foolish. . . 
thing,” and one of them hoped that “he will not open his 
mouth, save only to eat, until March 4th.” To the same 
writer, Lincoln’s position seemed “like that of a pillar 
upon which rests a mighty superstructure. This strength 
is in his uprightness—his perpendicularity. Let him bend 
or incline a hair’s breadth and he is irretrievably gone.” 
This sentiment was widespread. Seward’s colleague, Sen- 
ator Preston King, wrote to John Bigelow exulting that 
Lincoln would make no declaration, while William Cullen 
Bryant, it appears, wrote directly to Lincoln urging him 
to adhere to his silence.’® Even the Albany Evening Jour- 
nal had condemned “those who ask Mr. Lincoln to say or 
do something,” for taking “counsel of their fears rather 
than their judgment,”’* and though Thurlow Weed later 
changed his policy, he could not recall his words. 
Garrison Villard, editors, Lincoln on the Eve of ’61, A Journalist’s 
Story by Henry Villard (New York, 1941). For Villard’s later reminis- 
cences of his association with Lincoln, see Memoirs of Henry Viliard, 
Journalist and Financier, 1835--1900 (Boston, 1904), I, 140-161. 

15. Letters to Chase from Edw. D. Mansfield, Morrow, O., Nov. 26; 
Luther B. Bruen, Dayton, O., Nov. 13; R. V. Marsh, Brandon, Vt., Nov. 
7; George A. Nourse, St. Paul, Minn., Nov. 17; in Chase MSS. 

16. Preston King to Bigelow, Nov. 12, in Bigclow, Retrospections, I, 
316. The letter of Bryant is mentioned in King’s letter. 

17. Albany Evening Journal, Nov. 12. The same editorial also declares 
that any aid which a statement would afford to Southern Unionists 
would be neutralized by perversions of the statement, taunts of cow- 


ardice and pusillanimity, attribution of unworthy motives, and con- 
tumely and jeers generally. 
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So long as Republican party feeling ran in these chan- 
nels, Lincoln did not lack support for his policy, and he 
maintained it with some determination. He made “frequent 
and unmistakable declarations to visitors as to his unwill- 
ingness to define his executive intentions . . . previous 
to the 4th of March,”** and he was quoted as saying that 
the South had “eyes but does not see, and ears but does not 
hear,” from which premise he concluded that a statement 
would have no effect.?® It is not strange that he should have 
felt so, when reports from various parts of the South as- 
serted that no offer to negotiate could halt the progress 
of secession.” 

Despite all the pressure which was brought to bear upon 
him, Lincoln held true to his determination to issue no 
public statement until he should take office as President. 
But, while he maintained the substance of his policy, it is 
clear that he began to sense the extreme anxiety with 
which Southerners anticipated a hostile administration. 
As a result of this, he was moved, within two weeks after 
his election, to call upon his friend Lyman Trumbull to 
act as his spokesman. An occasion offered itself readily, 
for Lincoln and Trumbull were engaged to attend a meet- 
ing in Springfield on November 20, at which Trumbull 
would speak, while Lincoln would merely be introduced to 
the audience. However, the presence of Lincoln on the plat- 
form would give a certain authority to anything which 
Trumbull might say concerning Lincoln’s policies. Recog- 
nizing this aspect of the matter, Lincoln resolved to make 
use of the opportunity, and, accordingly, he prepared a 
two-hundred word passage which was incorporated bodily 
in Trumbull’s speech. 

At the beginning of this statement, the President-elect 
attempted to reassure slaveholders as to the safety of 

18. New York Herald, Nov. 26 (Springfield, Nov. 22). 

19. Ibid., Dec. 15 (Springfield, Dec. 11). 

20. Dispatch from Richmond, Nov. 10, in New York Herald, Nov. 13; 
statement in a Charleston paper, cited by Arthur C. Cole, “Lincoln’s 


Election an Immediate Menace to Slavery in the States?” in American 
Historical Review, XXXVI (July, 1931), 744, 
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their property. To this end, he verbally endowed Senator 
Trumbull with “entire confidence” that “each and all of 
the States will be left in as complete control of their own 
affairs respectively, and at as perfect liberty to . . . em- 
ploy, their own means of protecting property, and preserv- 
ing peace and order within their respective limits, as they 
have ever been under any administration.” 

Although this statement, with its neglect of the terri- 
torial question, could not, by itself, have won Southern 
confidence, it might have assumed great importance if it 
had marked a dawning recognition, by Lincoln, of the 
Southern crisis. In its first phrases, it suggested such an 
awareness, but as the statement continued Lincoln revealed 
for the first time his complete and tragic failure to under- 
stand the temper of the South. The memorandum prepared 
for Senator Trumbull! continued by asserting that it was 
“extremely fortunate for the peace of the whole country” 
that Republican respect for the rights of the states should 
now “be brought to a practical test.” Secessionists, per se, 
it asserted, “are now in hot haste to get out of the Union, 
precisely because they perceive they can not, much longer, 
maintain apprehension among the Southern people that 
their homes, . . . and lives, are to be endangered... . 
With such [the secessionists] ‘Now or Never’ is the 
maxim.” Then, with consummate folly Lincoln added, “TI 
am rather glad of this military preparation in the South. 
It will enable the people the more easily to suppress any 
uprisings there, which their [1.e., the secessionists’ ] misrep- 
resentations of purposes may have encouraged.”*! Thus 
the President-elect recorded a delusion to which he clung 
throughout the crisis. That is, he looked upon the seces- 
sionists not as leaders of a force with which he would have 
to deal, but as a losing minority group, faced with re- 
pudiation by the Unionist majority, and pushing their 
policy frantically, just as a speculator plunges most reck- 

21. Memorandum prepared by Lincoln for Trumbull to insert in a 


speech at Springfield, Noy. 20, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln Letters, 
p. 168, 
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lessly when he faces bankruptcy. In a word, Lincoln be- 
lieved, if his words represent him accurately, that the 
secession movement would be suppressed within the South, 
and that no sort of blandishments by the Federal Gov- 
ernment were necessary. 

This vital misconception, which reappeared later, will 
require more extended examination. Meanwhile, the speech 
at Springfield produced certain immediate consequences. 
From the time of its delivery, Trumbull’s address was more 
or less openly recognized as a statement of Lincoln’s 
policies.2? Therefore, it received extensive publicity and 
evoked widespread response. Altogether, this response 
was of a sort to deter Lincoln from further revelations of 
his policy. Southern critics denounced the speech as evasive 
and altogether unsatisfactory ;* the Washington Post 
treated it as a declaration of hostility toward the South. 
At the opposite extreme, the Boston Courier appealed to 
Northern excitability with the alarming contention that 
the speech foreshadowed an abandonment of Republican 
doctrine, and sentiment in Springfield was pessimistic. 
It was felt that the experiment had failed to mitigate 
Southern unrest.” After this one venture in the direction 
of a public statement, therefore, Lincoln said no more 
publicly, on the platform or in the press, in person or by 
proxy, until he left Springfield to assume the presidency. 


For a time after the Trumbull episode, Lincoln still 
hoped to win the confidence of Southern Unionists, and 
though he made no appeal to them en masse, he did com- 


22. New York Herald, Nov. 21 (Springfield, Nov. 20), described this 
speech under a headline, “SEMI-OFFICIAL EXPOSITION OF THE 
VIEWS AND POLICY OF THE PRESIDENT-ELECT.” In the 
text of the dispatch, Trumbull’s address was described as “a reflex of 
the views of Mr. Lincoln.” Jbid., Nov. 26, (Springfield, Nov. 22), spoke 
of the “explicit proclamation of his [Lincoln’s] programme through the 
medium of Senator Trumbull’s speech. . . .” 

23. Ibid., Nov. 22. 

24, Press attitude discussed in letter of Lincoln to Henry J. Raymond, 
Nov. 28, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, V1, 74-75. 

25. New York Herald, Dec. 6 (Springfield dispatch). 
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municate with several leaders outstanding among them. 
Probably he gave Cassius M. Clay, of Kentucky, some in- 
dication of his good will toward the South,”* and it is cer- 
tain that he corresponded with John A. Gilmer of North 
Carolina and Alexander H. Stephens of Georgia, who 
were leading exponents of Unionism in their respective 
states. In Gilmer’s case, it was the Southerner who opened 
the correspondence, asking Lincoln’s opinion on several 
points connected with the slavery issue, and adding the 
oft-expressed hope that “a clear and definite exposition 
of your views on the questions mentioned may go far to 
quiet, if not satisfy, all reasonable minds,” since it would 
show that “there is much more misunderstanding than dif- 
ference.”*’ To this Lincoln replied with evident reluctance, 
reciting at length that his views were already available in 
published speeches and in the Chicago Platform. So long 
as the South ignored these statements, he doubted that 
“any additional production of mine would meet a better 
fate.” He did not wish to “appear as if I repented for 
the crime of having been elected, and was anxious to 
apologize and beg forgiveness. ” But, despite these mis- 
givings, he answered Gilmer in detail, stating that he was 
not disposed to attack the existence of slavery in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, nor the slave traffic between states, nor 
did he mean to give all Federal patronage in the South to 
Republicans. He believed the territorial question was the 
only issue between himself and the people of the South. 
While he did not directly appeal for Gilmer’s co-operation, 
the entire tone of his letter suggested his friendly feeling 
toward Southern Unionists.” 

Evidently Lincoln hesitated to answer Gilmer, for he 


26. Cassius M. Clay, The Life of Cassius Marcellus Clay, Memoirs, 
Writings, and Speeches (Cincinnati, 1886), I, 272-278. Clay asserted 
that Lincoln authorized him to make promises of the pacific intent of 
the incoming administration, but the accuracy of this claim is open 
to question, in view of Clay’s tendency to exaggerate and distort facts. 

27. Gilmer to Lincoln, Dec. 10, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 284. 

28. Lincoln to Gilmer, Dec. 15, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of 
Lincoln, VI, 79. 
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did not send his reply until he had secured Edward Bates’ 
approval of it,® and then, instead of sending it direct to 
Gilmer, he sent it to Thomas Corwin (who had sent Gil- 
mer’s letter to him), “to be delivered or not as he thought 
prudent.” But, in the correspondence with Stephens, it 
was Lincoln himself who made the overture. Stephens was 
an old friend of his; they had been Whigs together in Con- 
gress, and Lincoln liked and respected the little Georgian. 
Therefore he responded with especial zest when reports 
came from the South that Stephens had defended the cause 
of Union with great warmth and ability before the Georgia 
legislature on November 14. Lincoln probably did not 
fully grasp the distinction between the Unionism of 
Stephens and the Unionism of the North. One regarded 
secession as ill-advised, but legitimate; the other regarded 
it as treasonable. But whether he had analyzed it or not, 
Lincoln felt responsive to Stephens’ sentimental Unionism, 
and, on November 30, he sent the Georgian a note asking 
for a copy of the speech of November 14. Complying on 
December 14, Stephens took occasion to remark upon the 
great responsibility resting upon Lincoln. These prelimi- 
naries apparently inspired Lincoln’s confidence, and he, 
in turn, replied, on December 22, with a letter endorsed 
“for your own eye only.” Behind this request for secrecy, 
he asked if the people of the South really feared Republi- 
can interference with slavery. “If they do,” he added, “I 
wish to assure you, as once a friend, and still, I hope, not 
an enemy, that there is no cause for such fears.”’ Then he 
added, less hopefully, “I suppose, however, this does not 
meet the case. You think slavery is right and ought to be 
extended, while we think it is wrong, and ought to be re- 
stricted. That, I suppose, is the rub.” To this, Stephens 
retorted spiritedly. The South did think slavery right; the 
South distrusted any party which made an issue of slavery ; 
and Stephens would regard a Union perpetuated by force 


29. Beale, ed., Bates Diary, Dec. 16, p. 167. 
30. Lincoln to Trumbull, Dec. 17, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln 
Letters, p. 171. 
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as “nothing short of a consolidated despotism.” The letter 
was distinctly instructive as to the Southern viewpoint, 
but it was not conducive to further correspondence. 
Lincoln did not answer it, and, from that time forward, he 
abandoned any attempt to reassure the South privately, 
as he had already abandoned public reassurance.** 

Lincoln’s extreme reluctance to give any assurance was 
fully illustrated when Duff Green* visited Springfield late 
in December. Green came as a messenger from President 
Buchanan, who wanted Lincoln to visit Washington and 
use his personal influence in effecting an adjustment. If 
Lincoln would not consent to such vigorous action, Green 
hoped at least to secure an endorsement of the Crittenden 
Compromise, and, to this end, he carried with him a copy 
of the Crittenden resolutions. The President-elect read 
over this document, and expressed an opinion: he believed 
that the proposals, if adopted, would quiet agitation for 
a time, but that the whole controversy would be renewed 
by filibustering in Mexico, and by Southern demands for 
the annexation of Mexican territory. Despite this adverse 
opinion, Green requested from Lincoln a letter which 
might be used to allay Southern apprehensions. Lincoln 
did not refuse point-blank to make a statement. In fact, 
Green understood him to promise one, and was bitter when 
it did not materialize. 

Green did not know it, but Lincoln actually prepared 
a letter, beginning abruptly, “I do not desire any amend- 

31. The entire Lincoln-Stephens correspondence (Lincoln to Stephens, 
Noy. 80; Stephens to Lincoln, Dec. 14; Lincoln to Stephens, Dec. 22; 
Stephens to Lincoln, Dec. 30) is given in Alexander H. Stephens, 4 


Constitutional View of the Late War Between the States (Philadelphia, 
1868-1870), II, 266-270. 

Lincoln was also reported to have written to Jefferson Davis. New 
York Herald, Dec. 9; the report was denied, ibid., Dec. 15 (Springfield 
dispatch). 

32. Duff Green, 1791-1875, journalist, industrialist, member of Jack- 
son’s “Kitchen Cabinet,” later follower of Calhoun. 

33. This interview took place on Dec. 28. Green to Buchanan, Dec. 28, 
in George Ticknor Curtis, Life of James Buchanan (New York, 1883), 
II, 426; Green to Jefferson Davis, May 26, 1863, quoted in Nicolay and 
Hay, Lincoln, III, 286. 
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ment of the Constitution,” but continuing with an observa- 
tion that the question of amendment ought to be settled 
by the whole people, and with a declaration that the right 
of the states to regulate their domestic institutions must 
be maintained inviolate. This letter really conceded noth- 
ing, and its statement of the right of the states to regulate 
slavery was copied from the Chicago Platform; but Lin- 
coln treated it as though it were a vital modification of his 
position. He submitted it to Lyman Trumbull and his 
“discreet friends,” to be approved before it should be de- 
livered; and, in addition, he specified that it should be 
published only if six Gulf state senators should recommend 
to their people a suspension of the secession movement.** 

The letter was never delivered, which was probably for- 
tunate, for it could only have irritated the Southerners. 
They resented Lincoln’s silence; they would have bitterly 
resented his implication that they might be stupid enough 
to suspend the secession movement in return for a reitera- 
tion of the Chicago Platform. 


Entirely apart from the proposals that Lincoln reassure 
the South by private communication or public statement, 
there was a widespread desire for him to indicate his good 
will by giving to the South representation in his cabinet. 
This proposal found support even among the more zealous 
Republicans. The New York Times endorsed the idea soon 
after the election, and continued, after Lincoln took office, 
to suggest that Federal patronage ought to be used to 
encourage Unionism among Southerners.** Hannibal 
Hamlin urged the matter upon Lincoln personally, in an 
interview on November 22, and renewed the suggestion in 
subsequent letters.°° Thurlow Weed applied his influence 
in the same cause in an important interview at Springfield 


34. Lincoln to Green, Dec. 28, was enclosed in a letter to Trumbull, 
Dec. 28, both in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 87-89. 

85. New York Times, Nov. 12, Mar. 21. 

36. Account of interview, Nov. 22, and letters, Hamlin to Lincoln, 
Dec. 4, Dec. 24, in Hamlin, Hamlin, pp. 369, 371, 373. 
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on December 20.°7 Seward, acting as usual in harmony 
with Weed, also besought the inclusion of a Southerner 
in the cabinet ;** and other Eastern Republicans expressed 
the same desire.*° 

On one occasion, Lincoln repelled this suggestion 
brusquely. A certain friend of Senator Crittenden had 
been sent to urge the President-elect to form a cabinet of 
three Southern Unionists and four moderate Republicans. 
Perhaps Lincoln was offended by the large proportion 
of Southerners, perhaps by a concealed motive to secure 
office for Border politicians. Whatever the cause of his 
irritation, he retorted, “Does any man think that I will 
take to my bosom an enemy?’’*° But, usually, he treated 
such proposals with pessimistic tolerance. He recognized 
that the South was too large a section to be excluded from 
a place in the administration, and therefore he prepared 
to invite a Southerner into the cabinet.*? But he did not 
entertain the hope that such a gesture would mitigate the 
crisis, nor did he have much confidence that any repre- 
sentative Southerner would accept a place among his 
counselors. His pessimism manifested itself in an editorial 
which he wrote for the Illinois Journal on December 12. 
Alluding to the “supposed purpose . . . of Mr. Lincoln 
to call into his cabinet two or three Southern gentlemen,” 
the editorial wished to know: “First. Is it known that any 
such gentleman of character would accept a place in the 
cabinet? Second. If yea, on what terms does he surrender 
to Mr. Lincoln, or Mr. Lincoln to him, on the political 


87. Weed’s account of this interview in his Autobiography, pp. 606-614. 
Leonard Swett’s eye-witness account, in Barnes, Weed, pp. 293-294. 

88. Two letters of Seward to Lincoln, one before Dec. 28, one on that 
day (the former mentioned, the latter quoted), in Seward, Seward, 
II, 487. 

39. On Dec. 31, Lincoln showed Bates a number of letters to this 
effect. Bates, Diary, p. 171. 

40. George B. Robertson to Crittenden, Dec. 16, in Coleman, Crit- 
tenden, II, 222. Robertson refers to the envoy to Springfield as “B,” 
who is unidentified. 

41. Herndon and Weik, Lincoln, p. 473; Ward H. Lamon, The Life 
of Abraham Lincoln from his Birth to his Inauguration as President 
(Boston, 1872), p. 457, quoting David Davis. 
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differences between them; or do they enter upon the ad- 
ministration in open opposition to each other?”*? While 
Lincoln harbored these skeptical views, he received a visit 
from Thurlow Weed who, refusing to be deterred by the 
editorial, urged that two Southerners be included in the 
cabinet. Lincoln promptly retorted with a question as to 
whether such men could be trusted to adhere to the admin- 
istration if their states should secede. Weed brashly offered 
to vouch for some of them, and Lincoln said, ‘‘Well, let 
us have the names of your white crows.’’** 

There were crows in flocks, named by Weed and, at 
various times, by other Republicans. Whether they were 
white or not was another question, but more than a score 
of Southerners were proposed for Lincoln’s consideration. 
Even before the election, rumor had it that Crittenden 
might be offered the portfolio of State,** and, at the same 
time, other reports named William Cabell Rives, ex- 
Senator from Virginia, as Lincoln’s choice for the State 
Department.* These names, however, were soon crowded 
out of the reckoning by a swarm of others. From Vir- 
ginia, John Minor Botts was repeatedly mentioned,** and 
Robert E. Scott—an able, but much less well known figure 


42. Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 78. The New York 
Herald, Dec. 17 (Springfield, Dec. 12) suggested that this editorial was 
intended to feel out public sentiment on the question, but the cogency 
of Lincoln’s language argues against such a view. 

43, Account of interview in Weed, Autobiography, pp. 606-614. 

44. New York Herald, Nov. 2. 

45. William Cabell Rives, 1793-1868, Representative from Va., 1823-29; 
Senator from Va., 1832-34, 1836-39, 1841-45; U. S. Minister to France, 
1829-32, 1849-53; member, Provisional Confederate Congress; repre- 
sentative, Second Confederate Congress. 

Report in New York Herald, Nov. 2; Rives denied correspondence 
with Lincoln, ibid., Nov. 3; report repeated, ibid., Nov. 5. 

46. John Minor Botts, 1802-1869, Representative from Va., 1839-43 
1847-49; Unionist throughout the Civil War. 

Botts was one of the “white crows” offered by Weed to Lincoln, Weed, 
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Herndon and Weik, Lincoln, p. 473. The New York Times, Nov. 12, 
found him suitable, and, on Nov. 14, reported betting odds of 2 to 1 
that he would be offered a post. The New York Herald, Dec. 21, re- 
ported from Springfield, Dec. 20, that his name was being urged, and, 
on Dec, 24, that he was still a possibility, though not a likely one. 
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—was also counted among those whose names might be 
sent to the Senate.*? From Tennessee, a full half-dozen in- 
dividuals were suggested. The most eminent of the group 
was John Bell,** but much speculation centered upon three 
congressmen—Horace Maynard,*® Thomas A. R. Nel- 


son,’ and Emerson Etheridge*!—and two ex-congressmen 
—Meredith P. Gentry” and Balie Peyton.** 


47. Robert E. Scott, leader of the Whigs in the Virginia House of 
Delegates, and of the moderates in the Virginia Convention of 1861. 
See Henry T. Shanks, The Secession Movement in Virginia, 1847-1861 
(Richmond, 1934), passim. 

Scott was suggested by Seward in a special note to Lincoln on Dec. 28 
(Seward, Seward, II, 487). By Jan. 15, Seward thought Scott had been 
terrified into dropping the subject, which, apparently, Seward had 
broached to him (Seward to Lincoln, Jan. 15, in Nicolay and Hay, 
Lincoln, III, 364), but he interviewed Scott afterward, and found 
him “a fit and creditable representative” of the South (Seward to 
Lincoln, Jan. 27, in ibid., III, 365-366). In Springfield, his name was 
associated with the Interior Department (dispatch of Dec. 4, in New 
York Herald, Dec. 9), but later he was proposed for the Navy (ibid., 
Jan. 6); meanwhile, his star was reported to have waned (ibid., Dec. 24, 
from Springfield, Dec. 19). 

48. Bell was mentioned as a possible appointee in the New York 
Times, Nov. 12, but he published a letter (text in ibid., Dec. 12) by 
which he was said to have eliminated himself. New York Herald, Dec. 
17, 24 (Springfield, Dec. 19). 

49. Horace Maynard, 1814-1882, Representative from Tenn., 1857-63, 
1866-75; Postmaster-general, 1880-81. 

Herndon and Weik, Lincoln, p. 473, names Maynard as one of the 
individuals whom Lincoln considered acceptable. 

50. Thomas A. R. Nelson, 1812-1873, Representative from Tenn., 
1859-61. 

On Dec. 31, Lincoln showed Bates letters recommending various 
Southerners, of whom Bates remembered Nelson as one. Beale, ed., Bates 
Diary, p. 171. 

51. Emerson Etheridge, 1819-1902, Representative from Tenn., 1853-57, 
1859-61; Clerk of House of Representatives, 1861-63; an especially able 
Unionist. 

Hamlin told Lincoln of Etheridge’s merits both personally, Nov. 22, 
and by letter, Dec. 24 (Hamlin, Hamlin, pp. 369-373). The New York 
Times, Noy. 12, declared him eligible, and the New York Herald, Dec. 
15 (Springfield, Dec. 11), said that he was being considered. 

52. Meredith Poindexter Gentry, 1809-1866, Representative from 
Tenn., 1839-43, 1845-53; member, First Confederate Congress. 

Gentry was suggested by Seward (Seward to Lincoln, San. 8, in 
Seward, Seward, II, 493), but he found little favor with Lincoln, who 
felt that he did not have “a living position in the South” (Lincoln to 
Seward, Jan. 12, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 364). 
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In the lower South, prospective cabinet members were 
not so numerous, but a few were in evidence. From Georgia, 
Alexander H. Stephens seemed an eligible candidate until 
he eliminated himself by his correspondence with Lincoln.™* 
From Louisiana, Randall Hunt, a brother-in-law of 
Salmon P. Chase, was suggested by Seward, who was scout- 
ing with more enthusiasm than discrimination. From 
Mississippi, Judge William L. Sharkey*® was mentioned, 
because of his slashing attacks upon the secessionists. 

But the states of the upper South were richest in can- 
didates, and, at the same time, were apparently more de- 
voted to the Union. It was from these states, therefore, 
that Lincoln made his selections. Twice he extended offers 
---to a Kentuckian and to a North Carolinian—and when 
these overtures were rejected, he filled the posts from the 
two other Border states of Missouri and Maryland. 

The very first offer of a cabinet post went, it appears, 
to a Kentuckian. The recipient was not Crittenden, as 
rumor reported, nor Cassius M. Clay, though his perfervid 
memory afterward invented an offer of the portfolio of 
War,” but a Democrat, who had served in the cabinet of 


53. Balie Peyton, 1803-1878, Representative from Tenn., 1833-1837; 
candidate for elector on the Bell-Everett ticket, 1860. 

Peyton was endorsed by Weed, who misspelled his name (Weed, 
Autobiography, p. 606), but appears not to have found favor with 
Lincoln. 

54. Lamon, Lincoln, p. 457, and Herndon and Weik, Lincoln, p. 473, 
both indicate that Stephens remained on the list of possible appointees, 
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55. Seward suggested Hunt in a letter to Lincoln, Dec. 25 (Nicolay 
and Hay, Lincoln, III, 362), and he later consulted John A. Gilmer on 
the subject (Seward to Lincoln, Jan. 8, in Seward, Seward, II, 493). 

56. William Lewis Sharkey, 1798-1873, Chief Justice of the Mississippi 
Court of Errors and Appeals, 1832-51, had declared he would not 
participate in any secession which did not include the Border states. 
See P. L. Rainwater, Mississippi, Storm Center of Secession, 1856-1861 
(Baton Rouge, 1938), p. 176. 

The New York Herald, Dec. 24 (Springfield, Dec. 19), mentioned 
Sharkey’s eligibility as remaining when certain others were eliminated. 

57. Cassius Marcellus Clay, 1810-1903, eminent Kentucky abolitionist, 
politician, controversialist, and brawler. See E. Merton Coulter’s sketch 
in the Dictionary of American Biography. 

Clay's Life of Cassius M. Clay, pp. 250, 808, asserts that a letter from 
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Franklin Pierce. This was James Guthrie,®® who had been 
Secretary of the Treasury and president of the Louisville 
and Nashville Railroad. This able, conservative, and 
rather elderly Kentuckian was recommended to Lincoln 
by Hannibal Hamlin, on November 22, when the two men 
were together in Chicago.*® Lincoln may have been con- 
sidering Guthrie already. If not, he acted with rare im- 
pulsiveness, for he moved at once to invite the Kentuckian 
into his cabinet. Not wishing to commit himself in writing 
until he knew more of Guthrie’s attitude, he asked Joshua 
Speed to go to Kentucky with authority “to act in feeling 
[Guthrie] out” and to offer him a cabinet post. The details 
of Speed’s mission are not known, but it appears that he 
saw Guthrie, found him a loyal Unionist, and tendered 
the appointment. The Kentuckian offered his age and 
physical infirmity as an excuse for declining, and lived 
to serve as United States Senator for three years after 
Lincoln’s death.®° Thus failed the first attempt to bring 
the South into the cabinet. 

In January, Lincoln was again disappointed in his 
efforts to secure a representative of the South. North Caro- 
lina offered a number of eligible Old Whigs, chief of whom 


were ex-Senator William A. Graham,*’ ex-Congressman 


Lincoln, offering him the Secretaryship of War, was in the possession of 
the Kentucky State Historical Society. However, the Society has no 
such letter at present, and there is no evidence that it ever had. It 
is at least suspicious that Clay omitted the text of this letter, when 
publishing in full many less important documents. Letter of Mrs. 
Jouett Taylor Cannon, Secretary of the Society, to the author, Nov. 
12, 1941. 

58. James Guthrie, 1792-1869, railway magnate, Secretary of the 
Treasury, 1853--57, Senator from Kentucky, 1865-68. 

59. Hamlin, Hamlin, p. 369. 

60. Herndon and Weik, Lincoln, p. 477, and Lamon, Lincoln, pp. 457, 
462, agree that, while in Chicago, Lincoln authorized Speed to offer 
Guthrie a place in the cabinet. Herndon and Weik say the War Depart- 
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Second Confederate Congress. 

Graham was recommended in letters to Lincoln (Beale, ed., Bates 
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Kenneth Rayner,” and Congressman John A. Gilmer.® 
Of this group, Gilmer was the strongest, both because of 
his active political position, and because he was favored 
by Hamlin, Weed, and Seward.** Hamlin proposed his 
name when he met Lincoln in Chicago on November 22, 
and it is likely that Lincoln was more favorably inclined 
toward him after their exchange of letters early in De- 
cember. After these rather favorable preliminaries, the 
matter was brought to a head when Weed came to Spring- 
field on December 20. The New Yorker argued warmly 
that a Tennesseean or a North Carolinian should be 
brought into the cabinet. Lincoln retorted that this might 
lead to a very unhappy situation if North Carolina and 
Tennessee should secede. But David Davis and Leonard 
Swett agreed with Weed. All three of them fell to urging 
Lincoln, and he finally consented to communicate with 
Gilmer with a view to offering him a cabinet post.® Weed 
was commissioned to act as an intermediary ; but it is not 
clear precisely how much authority was delegated to him. 
It appears, however, that he was made the bearer of a 
letter in which Lincoln set forth his views on certain issues, 
for Gilmer’s consideration, and invited him, if he endorsed 
these views, to enter the cabinet. But apparently the letter 
also left the way open for negotiation, for it included an 
invitation for Gilmer to come to Springfield for a personal 
discussion, and one gathers that it also left the way open 
for conversations between Weed and Gilmer. 


Diary, Dec. 31, p. 171), and was later mentioned in the New York Herald, 
Jan. 6, as a possible Secretary of the Interior. 

62. Kenneth Rayner, 1808-1884, Representative from N. C., 1839-45. 

Hamlin (Hamlin, Hamlin, p. 369) and Seward (Seward to Lincoln, 
Dec. 25, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 362) endorsed Rayner. 

63. John A. Gilmer, 1805-1868, Representative from N. C., 1857-61; 
Representative, Second Confederate Congress. 

64. Hamlin suggested him on Nov. 22 (Hamlin, Hamlin, p. 369), 
Weed, on Dec. 20 (Weed, Autobiography, p. 606), and Seward, on Dec. 
25 (Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 25, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 362). 

65. Weed, Autobiography, p. 611. 

66, Accounts of Weed’s part in the Gilmer affair vary. Weed himself 
says (Autobiography, pp. 611, 614) that he was made the bearer of an 
open letter stating Lincoln’s views and inviting Gilmer to enter the 
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After this abrupt launching, the Gilmer matter pro- 
ceeded very slowly. Weed saw Gilmer,” gave him Lincoln’s 
letter, and talked with him freely. Gilmer seemed to ap- 
prove Lincoln’s views, but he insisted on consulting his 
Southern colleagues before committing himself.®* This de- 
lay was followed by a series of other delays, until the 
project simply expired. Weed attempted to see Gilmer 
again, but failed, and, leaving Washington, turned the 
matter over to Seward.®? Meanwhile, in reply to Lincoln’s 
impatient inquiries, Seward reported, on January 4, that 
Gilmer was considering the matter, and offering to find 
some other Southerner more eligible than himself.’ Five 
days later, Gilmer was still waiting for advice which he 
had sought from friends in North Carolina.” As late as 
the middle of January, Lincoln and Seward continued to 
hope for a favorable reply ;“* but these hopes were dashed 
when Gilmer wrote to Lincoln declining to come to Spring- 
field.** As events developed, the last public service of John 
A. Gilmer was rendered not as a cabinet officer of the 
Federal government, but as a congressman of the Con- 
federacy. Thus, again, Lincoln was frustrated in his effort 
to secure a recognized Southerner for his cabinet. 

As a consequence of these failures, the cabinet in its 
completed form consisted entirely of Republicans, and of 
cabinet if he endorsed these views. He adds that he discussed the matter 
with Gilmer freely. Leonard Swett simply indicated that Weed was 
commissioned to consult Gilmer as to his views on the Union (Barnes, 
Weed, p. 294). Lamon asserts flatly that Weed was commissioned to 
offer a cabinet post to “Gilmore” [sic] of North Carolina (Lamon, Lin- 
coln, p. 457). A letter of Lincoln to Seward, Jan. 3, shows that Lincoln 
requested that Gilmer come to Springfield for an interview (Nicolay 
and Hay, Lincoln, III, 363). 

67. New York Herald, Jan. 7 (Washington, Jan. 6), reported the 
presence of Weed in Washington. 

68. Weed, Autobiography, p. 614. 

69. Weed to Seward, Jan. 9, and Weed to Seward, undated, in Ban- 
croft, Seward, II, 29, 30. 

70. Seward to Lincoln, Jan. 4, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 363. 

71. Seward to Lincoln, Jan. 8, in ibid., III, 363-364. 

72. Lincoln to Seward, Jan. 12; Seward to Lincoln, Jan. 15; in ibid., 


Ill, 364. 
73. Gilmer to Lincoln, Jan. 29, cited in ibid., III, 364. 
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men who lacked position in the South. Technically, two of 
the secretaries were Southerners—at least they were resi- 
dents of slave states. The first of these, Edward Bates of 
Missouri, received and accepted an offer of the Attorney 
Generalship on December 15, and the arrangement was 
announced on December 21."* The second, Montgomery 
Blair, was not sure of his nomination as Postmaster 
General until it went to the Senate, for this post, the last 
to be filled, was the object of bitter contest between the 
Democratic and Whig factions, who made the rivalry be- 
tween Blair and his fellow Marylander, Henry Winter 
Davis, a sort of test of their respective strength. But 
neither Bates nor Blair had any standing in the South. 
Bates was so strongly identified with the Republican party 
that he had been a prominent contender for the Presi- 
dential nomination; and the Blair family had joined the 
Republican ranks even before Lincoln himself. Lincoln 
apparently hoped that the South would think itself repre- 
sented by his Missourian and his Marylander.” But if 
the South experienced any reaction, it was one of indigna- 


74. Lincoln’s communication with Bates, Bates’ visit to Springfield, 
and the offer and acceptance of the Attorney Generalship, are recorded 
in Beale, ed., Bates Diary, Dec. 16, p. 164. The public announcement ap- 
peared in the Saint Louis Democrat, Dec. 21, copied in the New York 
Tribune, Dec. 22. 

In these cabinet negotiations, Lincoln showed a quality not far short 
of duplicity. In his interview with Weed, on Dec. 20, he left Weed 
with the impression that he was still in doubt about Bates (Weed, 
Autobiography, p. 611), although the arrangement with Bates was al- 
ready completed. Yet he treated Bates with equal insincerity, on Dec. 
15, leading him to believe that no offer had been made to Seward (Bates, 
Diary, p. 164), when, in fact, on Dec. 8, he had offered Seward the 
Department of State (Lincoln to Seward, Dec. 8, in Nicolay and Hay, 
Lincoln, III, 349). 

75. Weed, Autobiography, p. 608, represents Lincoln as considering 
that Blair was the representative of a slave state, and that Bates “not 
only resides in a slave State, but . . . is emphatically a representative 
man.” Again, Lincoln’s attitude toward a Marylander, as a Southerner, 
was evidenced by his remark that Gilmer was “only better than Winter 
Davis in that he is farther South” (Lincoln to Seward, Jan. 12, 1861, in 
Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 364). 
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tion that men who were widely regarded as renegades 
should be elevated to power as the representatives of a 
section whose cause they had deserted.” 


Thus nothing came of the hopes that Lincoln might 
establish a rapprochement with the South. A public af- 
firmation of moderate policies might have abated the haste 
of the secessionists; the inclusion of typical Southern men 
in the new administration might have served the same pur- 
pose. But Lincoln’s own resolution and the failure of 
Lyman Trumbull’s speech defeated the one, while the reti- 
cence of Guthrie and Gilmer and men of their type de- 
feated the other. In the final analysis, therefore, negation 
was the result, and while it cannot be said that Lincoln 
_had no policy with reference to the South, it is quite ac- 
curate to say that the result was the same as if he had 
had none. 

But in another direction his policy was producing mo- 
mentous results. While the newspapers were engaged in 
reporting excitement in Congress, plaguing the President- 
elect for a public statement, and speculating on what 
influences would control the new administration, Lincoln 
moved unnoticed to prevent the compromise movement 
from making further inroads upon his party. 

76. George B. Robertson wrote to Crittenden, Dec. 16, deploring the 
possibility that Lincoln might appoint Cassius Clay and Edward Bates 
to his cabinet, as representatives of the South: “We would all prefer a 
northern cabinet. ... Kentucky would feel insulted at having forced 


on her as her organ a citizen over whom she would even prefer Seward.” 
Coleman, Crittenden, II, 222. 


CHAPTER VII 


LINCOLN MARSHALS HIS PARTY 
AGAINST COMPROMISE 


ESPITE his reluctance to make a public state- 
ment of his policy, and, especially, of his mod- 
erate intentions toward the South, Lincoln was 

by no means committed to a policy of inactivity during 
his period as President-elect. He sought diligently to keep 
himself informed of the course of events, and his vigorous, 
though unpublicized, activities suffice to show that he was 
not acquiring this knowledge merely for purposes of 
future reference. He is known to have studied financial 
conditions, to have scrutinized the attitude of the press, 
and to have given attention to other problems;’ but of all 
the subjects of his concern, none preoccupied him more 
than the attitude of members of his party in Congress. 
On this topic, he gathered information from a number 
of sources. In addition to the full but unreliable dispatches 
in the press, and the full but unrevealing speeches in the 
Globe, he drew upon the reports of a number of congress- 
men. In the Senate, Hannibal Hamlin, William H. Seward, 
and, most of all, Lyman Trumbull, wrote to him fairly 
often.” In the House, his correspondents included John A. 
Gurley and Thomas Corwin of Ohio, and Elihu B. Wash- 
burne and William Kellogg of Illinois.* These writers 
- 1, New York Herald, Dec. 9 (Springfield dispatch) speaks of Lin- 
coln’s concern with financial matters; Lincoln to Raymond, Nov. 28, in 
Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 74-75, shows his famili- 
arity with press opinion. 

2. Letters to Lincoln from Hamlin, Dec. 4, 24, in Hamlin, Hamlin, 
pp. 371, 373; from Seward, Dec. 16, 25, 26, 28, 29, in Nicolay and Hay, 
Lincoln, II, 261-265, 362; from Trumbull, Dec. 2, 4, in ibid., III, 252- 


254; to Trumbull, Dec. 10, 17, 21, 28, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln 
Letters, pp. 171-173. 

3. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, indicates letters from Gurley, Dec. 3 
(p. 254); from Corwin, Dec. 10 (p. 255); from Washburne, before Dec. 


13 (p. 259), Dec. 17 (p. 250); from Kellogg, before Dec. 11 (pp. 258- 
259). 
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supplied him with valuable interpretations of the shifting 
moods and subterranean trends that were at work in Wash- 
ington, and it appears that some of them, very early in 
the session, warned him of the growing tendency to accept 
a compromise. It is known that he became apprehensive as 
soon as he learned of the Republican share in the establish- 
ment of the Committee of Thirty-three.* 

In the light of these warnings and this information, 
Lincoln determined very early upon an unobtrusive but 
vital step. He decided to interpose his influence with Re- 
publican members to arrest the compromise movement. 
This significant decision was reached even before the reso- 
lutions of Kilgore, Thayer, and Sherman had been intro- 
duced in the House, and before the Dunn Resolution had 
passed in the Committee of Thirty-three. Accordingly, at 
the very first of the session, Lincoln, with all his influence 
as President-elect, assumed the initiative in defeating 
compromise. 

Probably the first overt manifestation of Lincoln’s new 
policy is to be found in a letter of December 10, to his 
close friend Lyman Trumbull. It is not certain whether 
Trumbull applied for advice, or whether Lincoln offered 
it on his own initiative, but even if it were true that his 
advice had been solicited, the tone of Lincoln’s letter shows 
that he was not hesitant in assuming leadership. He began 
this letter abruptly: ‘Let there be no compromise on the 
question of extending slavery. If there be, all our labor is 
lost, and, ere long, must be done again. The dangerous 
ground—that into which some of our friends have a 
hankering to run—is Pop[ular] Sov[ereignty]. Have 
none of it. Stand firm. The tug has to come, and better 
now than at any time hereafter.” 


4. Lyman Trumbull to Lincoln, Dec. 4, remarked that the Republi- 
cans had no compromises to make, and that “it is impolitic even to dis- 
cuss making them .. . I was a little surprised that the House voted to 
raise a committee on the state of the Union.” Jbid., III, 254. The New 
York Herald, Dec. 15 (Springfield, Dec. 10), declared that the forma- 
tion of the committee worried Lincoln. 

5. Lincoln to Trumbull, Dec. 10, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln 
Letters, p. 171. 
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Having once taken the step of intervention in this con- 
gressional matter, Lincoln followed up his first note by 
striking two more blows against compromise in the House 
of Representatives. William Kellogg and Elihu B. Wash- 
burne, who were members of the Illinois delegation in the 
House, both wrote to Lincoln, evidently requesting his 
counsel,® and thus enabling him to advise them without 
seeming officious. He replied to Kellogg on the day after 
his note to Trumbull, and the language of this second 
note closely paralleled that of the first. Beginning, “En- 
tertain no proposition for a compromise in regard to the 
extension of slavery,” he reiterated his conviction that a 
compromise would leave all the labor of the Republicans 
to be done over again, his fear that the doctrine of popular 
sovereignty might mislead some of his party, and his readi- 
ness to face “the tug” at once, rather than later.’ After a 
lapse of two more days, a letter from Washburne gave him 
occasion to repeat essentially the same precepts and the 
same warnings. This time, he cautioned against the Mis- 
souri line, as well as the popular sovereignty formula; 
once more, he asserted that a territorial compromise would 
leave the whole contest to be waged over again; and he 
closed by exhorting Washburne to “hold firm, as with a 
chain of steel.’® Thus, for a third time in four days, the 

6. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 258-259, show that Kellogg solicited 
Lincoln’s advice. The language of Lincoln’s letter to Washburne, Dec. 
13, shows that it was a reply. Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, 
VI, 78. 

7. The full text of Lincoln’s note to Kellogg, Dec. 11, follows: “Enter- 
tain no proposition for a compromise in regard to the extension of 
slavery. The instant you do they have us under again: all our labor is 
lost, and sooner or later must be done over. Douglas is sure to be again 
trying to bring in his ‘popular sovereignty.’ Have none of it. The tug 
has to come, and better now than later. You know I think the fugitive 
slave clause of the Constitution ought to be enforced—to put it in its 
mildest form, ought not to be resisted.” Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works 
of Lincoln, VI, 77. 

8. The full text of Lincoln’s note to Washburne, Dec. 13, follows: 
“Yours of the 10th is received. Prevent, as far as possible, any of our 
friends from demoralizing themselves and our cause by entertaining 


propositions for compromise of any sort on ‘slavery extension.’ There 
is no possible compromise upon it but which puts us under again, and 
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President-elect wrote to congressmen of his party, urging 
them to resist all compromise on the territorial question. 

For a time, Lincoln expressed his emphatic views only 
in private communications to personal friends. But, as 
time passed, he became less reticent and resorted increas- 
ingly to more public expressions. This tendency became 
evident when, on December 17, he sent a message to Thur- 
low Weed to be transmitted to a conference of Republican 
governors who were planning to meet in New York. 
“Should the . . . Governors . . . seem desirous to know 
my views ... ,” wrote Lincoln, “tell them you judge 
from my speeches that I will be inflexible on the terri- 
torial question; that I probably think either the Missouri 
line extended, or Douglas’s and Eli Thayer’s popular 
sovereignty, would lose us everything we gain by the elec- 
tion; that filibustering for all South of us and making 
slave States of it would follow, in spite of us, in either 
case; also that I probably think all opposition, real and 
apparent, to the fugitive-slave clause of the Constitution 
ought to be withdrawn.’ 

In this statement, Lincoln still showed a notable degree 
of reticence in expressing his views. He still stated his 
opinion only to a semi-private group, and he placed his 
words in the mouth of a spokesman. But, within a few days 
more, he completed the transition, and permitted the is- 
suance of a public statement which was clearly authorized. 
This pronouncement appeared in the New York Tribune 
of December 22: “We are enabled to state in the most posi- 
tive terms,” it said, “that Mr. Lincoln is utterly opposed 
to any concession or compromise that shall yield one iota 
of the position occupied by the Republican Party on the 
subject of slavery in the territories, and that he stands 


leaves all our work to do over again. Whether it be a Missouri Line or 
Eli Thayer’s popular sovereignty, it is all the same. Let either be done, 
and immediately filibustering and extending slavery recommences. On 
that point hold firm, as with a chain of steel.” Ibid., VI, 78. 

9. Lincoln to Weed, Dec. 17, in ibid., VI, 82. 
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now, as he stood on May last, when he accepted the nomi- 
nation for the Presidency, square upon the Chicago plat- 
form.”’*° 

After this announcement in the T'ribwne, no one could 
fail to understand that Lincoln was unalterably opposed 
to territorial compromise.!! The firmness of his personal 
conviction emerged as distinctly as words could state it. 
As an expression of his personal views, therefore, Lincoln’s 
warnings against territorial concession were pointed and 
effective; but as bases for affirmative action, or as instru- 
ments of party leadership, they had marked deficiencies. 
They were wholly negative, indicating what course the 
Republican party should eschew, but giving no intimation 
as to what course it should follow. Moreover, they were 
poorly adapted to exercise leadership over a large group, 
for they were addressed, almost confidentially, to indi- 
viduals, and these individuals lacked the pre-eminence that 
would have enabled them to marshal the support of their 
fellow-Republicans. 

In this first phase, therefore, Lincoln’s intervention was 
negative and casual. As his attitude was discussed in the 
cloakrooms of Congress, it probably carried appreciable 
weight, but this was because of the great influence of his 


10. New York Tribune, Dec. 22. 

11. Twice more, Lincoln is known to have put into writing his opposi- 
tion to territorial compromise. 

He wrote to Lyman Trumbull, Dec. 17, “If any of our friends do 
prove false, and fix up a compromise on the territorial question, I am 
for fighting again—that is all.” Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln Letters, 
Dewi 

He wrote to Representative James T. Hale of Pa., Jan. 11, “We have 
just carried an election on principles fairly stated to the people. Now 
we are told in advance the Government shall be broken up unless we 
surrender to those we have beaten, before we take the offices. In this they 
are either attempting to play upon us or they are in dead earnest. Either 
way, if we surrender, it is the end of us and of the government. They 
will repeat the experiment upon us ad libitum. A year will not pass till 
we shall have to take Cuba as a condition upon which they will stay in 
the Union. They now have the Constitution under which we have lived 
over seventy years, and acts of Congress of their own framing, with no 
prospect of their being changed; and they can never have a more shallow 
pretext for breaking up the government, or extorting a compromise, 
than now.” Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 93. 
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position and not because his intervention was skillfully 
directed. Comparing his problem with that of a military 
leader, one might say that Lincoln was in the position of 
an absent commander, trying to direct his force by means 
of orders to individual soldiers on the field of action. What 
he needed was a deputy leader on the battlefield—a man 
in accord with his general views, capable of commanding 
the support of the group, and competent to execute his 
policies. 


Lincoln found his deputy-in-William. H. Seward. In 
point of leadership and ability, Seward was the obvious 
choice from the beginning; in the matter of his willing- 
ness to take orders, his suitability was highly questionable. 
But the President-elect refused to be deterred by the pos- 
sibility that Seward might accept subordination with ill 
grace, and, on December 8, he invited his recent rival to 
serve as Secretary of State in his cabinet. 

Just why he waited until December 8 is itself a question 
of some interest. It was not because other candidates were 
under consideration, for, as he told Seward, “it has been 
my purpose, from the day of the nomination . . . to as- 
sign you, by your leave, this place in the administration,” 
and only a deference for “proper caution,” he added, had 
caused him to delay so long.’* The term “proper caution” 
can mean almost anything. But, reviewing the circum- 
stances, one recalls that the first days of December had 
produced many reports that Seward favored territorial 
compromise. These reports flourished undenied until De- 
cember 5, when Seward issued, in the T'ribune, a blanket 
repudiation of all the compromise schemes whose paternity 
was attributed to him.'* Three days later, Lincoln wrote 
to offer him the State Department. It may well be that 


12. Lincoln to Seward, Dec. 8, in ibid., VI, 76-77. 

13. See above, pp. 85-86. Lyman Trumbull had sent Lincoln an im- 
plied warning against Seward, in a letter of Dec. 4, in which he declared, 
“The impression with all, unless there be one exception, is, that Re- 
publicans have no concessions to make.” Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 
354. The “one exception” was, almost certainly, Seward. 
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Lincoln’s “proper caution” was his anxiety to be assured 
that his intended Secretary would not align himself with 
the forces of compromise. 

Even after this exercise of caution, the President-elect 
apparently did not act without some hesitation. Inasmuch 
as he scarcely knew Seward, he did not fully trust his 
own judgment, and he therefore refrained from sending 
his offer directly to the New Yorker, but enclosed it, in- 
stead, in a letter to Hannibal Hamlin. Hamlin was re- 
quested to “Consult with Judge Trumbull; and if you and 
he see no reason to the contrary, deliver the letter to Gov- 
ernor Seward at once. If you see reason to the contrary, 
write me at once.””” 

Hamlin and Trumbull, no doubt, discussed the matter. 
It appears that they then made an attempt, through 
Preston King, to learn how Seward would receive the 
offer.1® But this attempt to procure an acceptance before 
delivering the invitation failed, and, on December 13, 
they transmitted to Seward two notes from Lincoln. One 
of these contained the formal statement: “With your per- 
mission, I shall at the proper time nominate you to the 
Senate for confirmation as Secretary of State for the 
United States.”'’ The other, longer and more personal, 
denied rumors then current that Lincoln would offer the 


14, The only meeting of the two men had occurred during the cam- 
paign of 1860, when Seward, on a speaking tour, passed through Spring- 
field. Seward did not get off his train, and Lincoln came on board to 
meet him during the train’s brief stop. Charles Francis Adams, Jr., 
Autobiography, pp. 63-64. 

15. Lincoln to Hamlin, Dec. 8, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of 
Lincoln, VI, 75-76. 

16. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 350, asserts that the invitation was 
delivered at once. But Preston King told John Bigelow, in August, 1861, 
that Hamlin, acting for Lincoln, had asked him to feel out what Sew- 
ard’s attitude would be toward an offer of the State Department, and 
that he “ventured a little in the direction of the President’s wishes,” but 
met with no success, and told Hamlin that Lincoln had better ask Seward 
directly. About a fortnight later, Seward told King that he had prom- 
ised to accept the appointment. Bigelow, Retrospections, I, 365-366. 

17. Lincoln to Seward, Dec. 8, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of 
Lincoln, VI, 76. 
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State Department to Seward as a complimentary gesture, 
with the expectation that it would be refused. “On the con- 
trary,” Lincoln assured him, “I now offer you the place 
in the hope that you will accept it, and with the belief that 
your position in the public eye, your integrity, ability, 
learning, and great experience all combine to render it an 
appointment preeminently fit to be made.’”?® 

Despite the cordiality of Lincoln’s language, the offer of 
the State Department presented Seward with a serious 
dilemma. It invited him to identify himself with an in- 
coming administration, without telling him what the policy 
of that administration would be or what share of control he 
would exercise in determining its policies. If Lincoln were 
as weak as people supposed, the invitation might fore- 
shadow Seward’s primacy in the new régime. But if the 
new President should possess unexpected firmness of pur- 
pose, then advancement to the cabinet would mean, for 
Seward, loss of his political independence and of his sena- 
torial leadership. To refuse, therefore, would jeopardize 
his chance of dominating the new administration; to ac- 
cept might reduce him to the réle of agent for a policy 
which he did not approve. In these premises, Seward de- 
sired nothing so much as to learn what the character of the 
new administration would be. 

In his perplexity, Seward wanted time for deliberation, 
wanted also to discuss the problem with Weed. Instead of 
accepting Lincoln’s offer forthwith, therefore, he re- 
sponded, on December 13, with a letter in which he set 
forth his doubts rather frankly. After indicating his full 
appreciation of the distinction which Lincoln proposed to 
confer upon him, he spoke of his uncertainty as to whether 
he was temperamentally qualified for the post, and his 
more serious concern as to “the very anomalous condition 
of public affairs.” “I wish, indeed,” he added, “that a 
conference with you upon them were possible. But I do 
not see how it could prudently be held under existing cir- 


18. Lincoln to Seward, Dec. 8, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of 
Lincoln, V1, 76-77. 
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cumstances.” In view of these perplexities, he felt the 
need of “a little time to consider,” and indicated that he 
would, “with your leave, reflect upon it a few days, and 
then give you my definite answer.”’’® 

Then, writing on the same day, and somewhat more im- 
pulsively, he broke the news to Weed: the long awaited 
offer had arrived at last. “I have now the occasion for 
consulting you that you have expected.” That was on 
Thursday; on the next day, apparently, Seward left 
Washington, and on Saturday and Sunday, December 15 
and 16, he was in Albany with Weed.” Probably he went 
with no purpose except to discuss his problem with his 
trusted associate. But when he arrived there, he learned of 
a new factor which entirely altered the aspect of matters: 
Lincoln had invited Weed to come to Springfield for a 
conference.” 

This invitation opened new vistas for Seward. He had 
wished for a conference with Lincoln, and had despaired 
of having one. But his relationship with Weed was so close 
that a conference between Lincoln and Weed seemed an 
acceptable equivalent for a meeting between Lincoln and 
Seward. Whether the conference had been initiated by 
Lincoln for purposes of consulting Weed, or whether Weed 
had maneuvered for the invitation from Lincoln in order 
to discuss political appointments,”* the meeting of the two 
might now be used to enable Seward to learn the views of 
the President-elect. With tactful management, Weed 
might even bring Lincoln implicitly to accept his and 


19. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 13, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 350. 

20. Seward to Weed, Dec. 13, in Seward, Seward, II, 481. 

21. Ibid. II, 481-482. 

22. Letters of Leonard Swett and David Davis, both on Dec. 10, ex- 
tended the invitation in Lincoln’s name. Letters in Barnes, Weed, pp. 
293, 301-302. 

23. The phrasing of the invitations which Swett and Davis extended 
in Lincoln’s name, implies but does not prove that Weed had broached 
the question of an interview. 

But if Weed did initiate this trip, he did so before the State De- 
partment was offered to Seward. Swett and Davis invited him to Spring- 
field, Dec. 10; not until Dec. 13 did Seward write him of the offer. 
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Seward’s policies as a basis for Seward’s entering the 
cabinet. Some such possibilities as these must have passed 
through Seward’s mind as he wrote to Lincoln again, to 
say that he had gone to his home in Auburn and would 
remain there until Weed’s return from Springfield.” 
What were the policies for which Weed and Seward 
hoped to secure Lincoln’s endorsement? To this involved 
question, the records supply no direct answer. But a par- 
tial, oblique response may lie in the editorial which ap- 
peared in Weed’s Evening Journal on the Monday (De- 
cember 17) following Seward’s and Weed’s week-end 
conference. This editorial renewed the proposal for a re- 
vival and extension of the Missouri line as a basis for 
compromise,” and it said nothing which Weed had not said 
before. But the occasion for repeating the proposal was 
palpably so inopportune, that it seems fair to believe that 
the two New Yorkers had very compelling reasons for re- 
opening the question at this time. Less than two weeks had 
elapsed since Seward had scotched the rumor of his iden- 
tification with Weed’s policy.*® He was certainly not so 
naive as to be blind to the fact that a reaffirmation of the 
policy, immediately after his conference with Weed, would 
revive the rumor in full vigor.*7 Nor was Weed so indiffer- 


24. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 16, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 
261. “Mr. Weed finding it not inconvenient to go West, I have had some 
conversation with him concerning the condition and the prospect of 
public affairs, and he will be able to inform you of my present unsettled 
view of the subject upon which you so kindly wrote me a few days ago. 
I shall remain at home until his return, and shall then in further con- 
ference with him have the advantage of a knowledge of the effect of 
public events certain to occur this week.” 

25. Albany Evening Journal, Dec. 17, copied by New York Herald, 
Dec. 19. 

26. See above, pp. 85-86. 

27. The rumor of Seward’s authorship was promptly revived. The 
New York Tribune, Dec. 19, said, “The [Albany] Atlas and Argus also 
intimates that Mr. Seward was consulted in devising the new compro- 
mise.” See Rhodes, Hist. of U. 9., III, 159. 

Again, Seward’s connection with the editorial policy of the Evening 
Journal was emphatically denied. Ibid. Rhodes shows that the Evening 
Journal, Dec. 19, issued a denial in its own name, and copied a denial 
from the Auburn Advertiser of Dec. 18. According to the Evening 
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ent to Seward’s wishes as to embroil him against his will. 
Yet the renewa! of the Missouri Compromise was urged 
again in the columns of the Evening Journal. It is difficult 
to avoid the impression that this singular piece of journal- 
ism, coming immediately after Seward’s and Weed’s dis- 
cussion, and immediately before Weed’s trip to Spring- 
field, was somehow designed to clarify matters with 
Lincoln, or, perhaps, to urge their policy upon him.” 

If Seward had opposed territorial compromise, it is al- 
most inconceivable that the Evening Journal would have 
run counter to him at such a crucial time. If he had ap- 
proved of it with real crusading zeal, he might have de- 
clared openly in favor of it, thus jeopardizing his influence 
with the new administration. But if he favored it with the 
balanced judgment which was characteristic of him, he 
might well have endorsed it privately, as a device to press 
Lincoln as far as possible; and, at the same time, might 
have disavowed it publicly, in order to be free to adopt 
some attainable objective, if Lincoln’s opposition should 
render this one unattainable. Seward’s motives were too 
deep to permit of dogmatic interpretation, but it seems 
altogether likely that he hoped for Weed to return from 
Springfield with Lincoln’s endorsement of a policy of 
territorial compromise.” 

As matters developed, however, Weed gained very little 
from the trip except a better understanding of the Presi- 
dent-elect. He consulted with Linceln for two days, De- 
cember 19 and 20,*° largely on the question of cabinet 


Journal, Weed originally intended to include in his editorial a statement 
that he spoke “for himself only,” but omitted this passage because it 
seemed ostentatious. This indicates that Weed, himself, foresaw that 
Seward’s name would again become involved. 

28, New York Herald, Dec. 6 (Springfield dispatch) had already re- 
ported that Lincoln disliked Weed’s policy. “Would that he [Weed] 
could see the negative interest with which his Journal is daily read by 
the future dispenser of what he yearns for most.” 

29. Seward probably did not, at this time, know of Lincoln’s private 
letters against compromise. The first of these had been written to Trum- 
bull on Dee. 10; Seward had left Washington on Dee. 14. 

30. Lincoln wrote to Trumbull, Dec. 21, “Weed was with me nearly 
all day yesterday, and left last night. . . .” Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lin- 
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appoiftments. During the interview, however, the Evening 
Journal of December 17 arrived (one can hardly believe 
this was unforeseen by Weed), and its editorial served to 
turn the discussion to the question of compromise. Lincoln 
elicited from Weed an admission that his views were not 
endorsed by the majority of eastern Republicans, and then 
indicated, with polite indirection, that he, too, disapproved. 
He felt that Weed had aimed at “friend and foe alike,” 
and would do “some good or much mischief.” To these 
strictures, Weed’s reply, as he afterward remembered it, 
was an argument that a compromise probably would not 
be arranged in any case, but that the gesture of offering 
one was necessary in order to unite the North for the im- 
pending conflict. But Lincoln, still unimpressed, remarked 
that he hoped Weed’s apprehensions of war were un- 
founded, and returned to a discussion of patronage.* 
When he again raised the subject, it was not to criticize 
Weed’s policy, but to offer one of his own. 

This statement of policy was in the form of three short 
resolutions which Weed was requested to take to Wash- 
‘ington, where Lincoln desired that Trumbull and Hamlin 
‘should consider them, and that Seward should introduce 

| them in the Senate.** These resolutions are brief enough to 


/ quote in full: 


| 


“Resolved: That the fugitive slave clause of the Con- 


coln Letters, p. 172. Weed, in his Autobiography, p. 611, said that the 
visit lasted two days. Swett, also present, said “several days.” Barnes, 
Weed, p. 293. 

31. Account of interview in Weed, Autobiography, pp. 603-614. New 
York Herald, Dec. 25 (Springfield, Dec. 20), reported that Weed had 
been with Lincoln from 9 A. M. to 5 P. M., and that Weed had been 
compelled to modify his compromise plan after a careful overhauling 
of it. 

82. Lincoln wrote to Trumbull, Dec. 21, “Weed... left last night 
with three short resolutions which I drew up, and which, or the sub- 
stance of which, I think, would do much good if introduced and unani- 
mously supported by our friends. They do not touch the territorial ques- 
tion. Mr. Weed goes to Washington with them; and says that he will 
first of all confer with you and Mr. Hamlin. I think it would be best for 
Mr. Seward to introduce them and Mr. Weed will let him know that I 
think so. Show this to Mr. Hamlin, but beyond him do not let my name 
be known in the matter.” Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln Letters, p. 172. 
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stitution ought to be enforced by a law of Congress, with 
efficient provisions for that object, not obliging private 
persons to assist in its execution, but punishing all who 
resist it, and with the usual safeguards to liberty, securing 
freemen against being surrendered as slaves— 

“That all state laws, if there be such, really or appar- 
ently, in conflict with such law of Congress, ought to be 
repealed; and no opposition to the execution of such law 
of Congress ought to be made— 

“That the Federal Union must be preserved.”’** 


33. These resolutions are almost certainly the ones drawn on Dec. 20 
by Lincoln, but the identity is not altogether beyond question. Hay and 
Rhodes believed that Lincoln’s memorandum was lost (Rhodes, Hist. 
of U. S., III, 162), and they knew of it only through a letter of Seward 
to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in which he stated that Weed had sent him Lin- 
coln’s “written proposition.” Seward, Seward, II, 484-485. But Bancroft 
found, in the Seward MSS., an unsigned, undated paper, in the hand- 
writing of Lincoln, containing simply the three resolutions quoted in 
the text. Bancroft, Seward, II, 10. He assumed that this was the “lost” 
memorandum. His assumption is supported by the fact that the resolu- 
tions contain certain features known to have characterized Lincoln’s 
resolutions: (1) Seward’s letter to Lincoln, Dec. 26, said, “your written 
suggestion . . . would divide our friends . . . a portion being unwilling 
to give up their old opinion, that the duty of executing the constitu- 
tional provisions, concerning fugitives from service, belongs to the 
States, and not at all to Congress.” This indicates that Lincoln had 
endorsed Congressional enforcement of the fugitive slave clause; and 
that is the essence of the first resolution in the paper found by Bancroft. 
(2) Bancroft’s paper contained three resolutions. Since he published it, 
a letter of Lincoln (quoted in footnote 32), saying that he had drawn 
up “three short resolutions” which were to be carried east by Weed, has 
appeared. Lincoln to Trumbull, Dec. 21, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lin- 
coln Letters, p. 172. 

On the other hand, certain factors tend to cast some faint doubt on 
Bancroft’s assumption: (1) It is conceivable that Lincoln prepared two 
sets of resolutions, for we find that Weed twice sent to Seward resolu- 
tions drawn by Lincoln. In Seward’s letter to Lincoln, Dec. 26, he ac- 
knowledged having received Lincoln’s “written propositions” from Weed 
that day. Yet, on Jan. 9, Weed wrote to Seward (Bancroft, Seward, 
II, 29), “I enclose Mr. Lincoln’s propositions, in the hope that you sub- 
stantially accept his views on the two kindred questions.” However, 
Weed visited Washington between Dec. 26 and Jan. 9, and it may be 
that he received back the resolutions from Seward and later sent them 
to him again. (2) The resolutions in the paper found by Bancroft do 
not correspond with certain resolutions which Seward told Lincoln (let- 
ter of Dec. 26) he introduced “to cover the ground of the suggestion 
made by you, through Mr. Weed, as I understood it [verbally].” For a 
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That was all. There was no proposal to guarantee the 
security of slavery in the states; there was no word of 
commendation for any of the numerous plans of compro- 
mise pending before Congress; and, most significant of all, 
territorial compromise was silently rejected. 

Lincoln made Weed the bearer of these resolutions, but 
he made Seward the agent for them. Weed was requested 
to take the resolutions with him to Washington, to reveal 
them to Trumbull and Hamlin, and to inform Seward that 
Lincoln desired him to introduce them in the Senate.*4 
Lincoln also made Weed the bearer of a verbal request 
that Seward write to him from time to time, informing 
him of the state of affairs in Washington.*® 

When Weed took the eastbound train from Springfield, 
his was a less cheerful prospect than when he started west. 
He had begun the trip with the intent to win Lincoln’s 
endorsement for territorial compromise, and with some 
prospect of securing, for Seward and himself, control over 
the new administration. He returned, if he was wise, with 
the consolation of being one of the first to learn that Mr. 
Lincoln intended to be President in fact as well as in name. 
He returned, moreover, with a commission for Seward to 
sponsor a stated program, and to report at frequent 
intervals—a commission which Seward could not accept 
without becoming Lincoln’s mere agent, and which he 
could not reject without jeopardizing his paramount in- 
fluence in the new administration. 

Weed left Springfield on the night of December 20,*° 
and, after more than a day’s travel alone, met Seward on 
the train at Syracuse. They traveled together as far as 
Albany, and, while they rode, Seward heard Weed’s story. 
Weed told of Lincoln’s three resolutions, but he did not 


full discussion of the discrepancy between these two sets of resolutions, 
see below, pp. 174-176. 

34. Lincoln to Trumbull, Dec. 21, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln 
Letters, p. 172. 

835. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 484. 

86. Lincoln to Trumbull, Dec. 21, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln 
Letters, p. 172. 
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show the written copy to Seward; or, if he did, Seward 
later found it convenient to pretend that he had not done 
so.*7 But certainly Weed did not fail to convey the one 
significant point: that Lincoln remained adamant in his 
opposition to territorial compromise. What comments were 
exchanged on that trip from Syracuse to Albany is not 
recorded, but it is scarcely too much to say that, some- 
where along the route, the active leadership of the Republi- 
can party passed from Seward to Lincoln, and the cause 
of territorial compromise received a blow from which there 
was no recovery. These changes found their first confirma- 
tion within a week, as Seward agreed to accept the port- 
folio of State,®* and as he cast his vote against the Crit- 
tenden Compromise. 


Seward, meeting Weed aboard train at Syracuse, did 
so no less because of his eagerness to learn the results of 
the Springfield conference, than because developments in 
Washington required his prompt return to the Senate. 
He had been away during ten of the most eventful days 
of the crisis. On December 18, the Senate voted to estab- 
lish the Committee of Thirteen.*? Two days later, Seward 
was appointed as one of the five Republican members of 
that committee ;*° on the same day, South Carolina adopted 
her Ordinance of Secession. On December 21, the com- 
mittee held a session at which there was a rather free and 
informal interchange of opinion among the members,*! 
and Senator Wade spoke in opposition to compromise.*” 

. Then, on December 22, when Seward was just leaving 


87. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 484, tells of 
the railway journey from Syracuse to Albany, and says, “He [Weed] 
gave me, verbally, the substance of the suggestion you prepared for the 
consideration of the Republican members; but not the written proposi- 
tion. This morning, I received the latter from him.” 

38. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 28, in ibid., II, 487. 

39. Cong. Globe, p. 117. 

40. Ibid., p. 158. 

41. Rhodes, Hist. of U. 8., III, 152, citing Associated Press dispatch, 
Dec. 21. Journal of Committee of 13, p. 2. 

42. New York Tribune, Dec. 22. 
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Auburn, the committee sat for seven hours,*? and acted 
with a promptness extremely embarrassing to the Republi- 
can members, who were reluctant to proceed at all without 
Seward.** At the outset, the committee adopted a rule that 
no motion could be carried except by dual majorities of 
the Republicans on the committee and of the other mem- 
bers as well.*° That is, any measure to be reported to the 
Senate must be adopted by a majority containing at least 
three Republicans and five other members. This rule was 
adopted for the very sound reason that no measure of 
compromise, and certainly no Constitutional emendment, 
could be finally adopted unless it were supported by a 
large section of the Republican party. There was clearly 
nothing to be gained by letting the Democrats on the 
committee report out some measure which the Republicans 
were certain to defeat; from the standpoint of the South, 
there was even something to be lost by it, for if compro- 
mise negotiations should be protracted, and should then 
break down, the golden opportunity for launching the 
secession program without Federal interference would 
have passed. 

As soon as this question of procedure was settled, Sena- 
tor Crittenden brought forward the same compromise 
measures which he had already introduced in the Senate. 
The committee discussed these proposals freely. Critten- 
den, of course, defended them, and Douglas and Bigler 
supported him zealously. The Southern Democrats— 
Hunter, Toombs, and Davis—assented more grudgingly, 
and indicated that they would not vote for the measure 
unless the Republicans should endorse it in good faith. 
But this prospect was blasted by the unanimous refusal of 
the Republicans to endorse it at all.** This clash of views 
produced a spirited but good-tempered discussion in 

43. New York Herald, Dec. 23, described it as a 6% hour session; 
New York Tribune, Dec. 24, 7 hour. 
44. New York Herald, Dec. 23. 


45. Journal of Committee of 13, p. 2. 
46. Account of meeting in New York Tribune, Dec. 24 (Associated 


Press, Dec. 22). 
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which every member participated.*” Following the discus- 
sion, a vote was proposed, and, probably because of the 
acuteness of the crisis, the proposal met with favor. The 
Republicans, unwilling to act without Seward, urged a 
delay until he should return. Others demanded to know 
how much longer he would be absent. But since the Re- 
publicans could give no answer to this query, it was de- 
cided to vote forthwith.** 

Here the strength of territorial compromise was tested 
by vote for the first time. The test confirmed what the 
discussion had foreshadowed: on the vital first resolution 
of the Crittenden proposals—the resolution to revive and 
extend the Missouri Compromise line—all the Border 
state senators (Crittenden, Powell, and Hunter) voted in 
the affirmative. But the four Republicans (Collamer, 
Grimes, Doolittle, and Wade) voted solidly in the nega- 
tive, and, because they did so, the Southern Democrats 
(Davis and Toombs) also voted against the resolution.*® 
Although the non-Republican group favored the resolu- 
tion, 6 to 2, the vote of the Republican section stood 4 to 0 
in opposition. Under the rule, therefore, the resolution 
was defeated.” 

That was on Saturday (December 22). On Sunday 
evening, Seward left New York City on the sleeping car, 
and on Monday morning he arrived at the capital, to find 
his Republican colleagues on the committee awaiting him. 
He met with them that morning, and with the full com- 
mittee later that day.°' Wade, Collamer, Grimes, and 
Doolittle were, no doubt, gladder than usual to see their 
colleague. Whether Seward professed to represent Lin- 
coln or not, they could be quite sure that he knew Lin- 
coln’s wishes. If he supported their action in the com- 
mittee, it meant that Lincoln, too, would support them, 


47. New York Tribune, Dec. 24 (Washington, Dec. 23). 

48. New York Herald, Dec. 23; Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 164. 

49. For discussion of the reasons for the vote of Davis and Toombs, 
see below, pp. 204-206. 

50. Journal of Committee of 13, Dec. 22, p. 5. 


51. Seward to his family, Dec. 24, and to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, 
Seward, II, 483-484, 
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and that they could stand by their position. If he did not, 
it meant that the party was in chaos. 

They did not remain long in suspense. On the day of 
his return, Seward asked permission of the Committee of 
Thirteen to record his vote on the questions on which ac- 
tion had already been taken. Consent being granted, he 
voted, as all the Republicans had done, against every im- 
portant feature of the Crittenden Compromise, including, 
of course, the territorial line.*? At the same session, he in- 
troduced a set of three resolutions, which were drawn 
either by him or by Senators Collamer and Grimes, and 
which had received the approval of all the Republican 
members of the committee.°* These resolutions were 
phrased to express the will of Congress, first, that the 
Constitution should never be so altered as to permit con- 
gressional interference with slavery; second, that the 
Fugitive Slave Law should be amended by granting the 
right of jury trial to the person claimed as a fugitive; and 
third, that the states be requested to repeal any Personal 
Liberty Laws remaining on their statutes.°* Two days 


52. Journal of Committee of 13, p. 8. 

53. Seward wrote Lincoln, Dec. 26 (Seward, Seward, II, 484), “TI 
met ...my Republican associates on the Committee of Thirteen. . . 
With the unanimous consent of our section, I offered three propositions 
which seemed to me to cover the ground of the suggestion made by you, 
through Mr. Weed, as I understood it.” 

The fact that Seward introduced these resolutions, and the implica- 
tion that they were modeled upon Lincoln’s proposals, create a pre- 
sumption that he wrote them. However, they did not follow Lincoln’s 
policy closely enough to suggest dependence, and the New York Tribune, 
Dec. 25 (Washington, Dec. 24), stated that they were drawn by Grimes 
and Collamer. 

54, The exact text of the resolutions follows: 

“Resolved, that no amendment shall be made to the Constitution 
which will authorize or give to Congress any power to abolish or inter- 
fere in any State, with the domestic institutions thereof, including that 
of persons held to service or labor by the laws of such state. 

“That the Fugitive Slave Law of 1850 shall be so amended as to 
secure to the alleged fugitive a trial by jury. 

“That the legislatures of the several states shall be respectfully re- 
quested to review all their legislation affecting the right of persons 
recently resident in other states, and to repeal or modify all such acts 
as may contravene the Provisions of the Constitution of the United 
States, or any laws made in pursuance thereof.” Journal of Committee 
of 13, p. 10-11. 
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later, at another meeting with his associates, Seward sug- 
gested a fourth resolution, to which they agreed,” and it, 
too, was introduced into the Committee of Thirteen. This 
proposal affirmed that Congress ought to pass a law to 
punish invasions, or plots for invasions, of one state from 
another, as the John Brown raid.*® 

So far as the Senate and the Committee of Thirteen 
were concerned, these four resolutions constituted the en- 
tire reply of the Republicans to the threat of secession. 
Other resolutions were considered, but none were sup- 
ported by the Republican group. Even when Thurlow 
Weed belatedly sent the Lincoln memorandum to Seward, 
and the Republican members of the committee met with 
Trumbull and Fessenden to consider it, they decided not 
to alter their position to accord with it.** 

When Lincoln’s proposals are considered in detail, it is 
evident that Seward and the Republican committee mem- 
bers did not act in very literal conformity with his wishes. 
Lincoln had expressed a desire that no one save Seward, 
Trumbull, and Hamlin should know of the resolutions 
which he had drawn, but, despite his request, they were 
shown also to Fessenden and the Republican members of 
the Committee of Thirteen.®® Also, the content of these 


55. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 484. 

56. The text of the resolution follows: 

“Resolved that, under the fourth section of the fourth article of the 
Constitution, Congress should pass an efficient law for the punishment 
of all persons engaged in the armed invasion of any state from another 
by combinations of individuals, and punishing all persons in complicity 
therewith, on trial and conviction in the State and District where their 
acts of complicity were committed, in the Federal Courts.” Journal of 
Committee of 13, p. 13. 

57. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 484485. 

58. Lincoln to Trumbull, Dec. 21, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln 
Letters, p. 172, expressed a wish that no one save Seward, Trumbull, 
and Hamlin should know of Lincoln’s resolutions. However, Lincoln 
failed to make this clear to Weed, or Weed failed to make it clear to 
Seward, or Seward deliberately ignored it, for, on Dec. 26, he wrote 
Lincoln that he had received the written resolutions that morning, and 
that “the Republican members of the committee, with Tudge Trumbull 
and Mr. Fessenden, met at my house to consider your written sugges- 
tions,” that evening. Seward, Seward, II, 484. 
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resolutions was, in large measure, disregarded. Seward 
avoided admitting this, and told Lincoln that the measures 
which he introduced “seemed to me to cover the ground 
of the suggestion made by you, through Mr. Weed, as I 
understood it.’** But, in fact, his proposals included a 
guarantee, which Lincoln had not suggested, for slavery 
in the states; they ignored Lincoln’s desire for a declara- 
tion that “the Federal Union must be preserved”; they 
deliberately rejected Lincoln’s proposed endorsement of 
Congressional enforcement of the Fugitive Slave clause 
of the Constitution on the ground that it might alienate 
those Republicans who believed in state enforcement ;°° 
they also failed to embody Lincoln’s proposal to remove 
the existing requirement that private persons help enforce 
the Fugitive Slave Law. In fact, they coincided explicitly 
with Lincoln’s proposals only in their recommendations 
that the states should repeal all Personal Liberty Laws, 
and that fugitive slave cases should be tried before a 
jury. 

These variations suggest either that Seward had not 
been properly informed by Weed of Lincoln’s wishes, or 
that, at the outset, Seward was ready, as he was often in 
succeeding months, to deviate from Lincoln’s program. 
But though Seward’s innovations may have been signifi- 
cant as a foreshadowing of his impulse to direct matters 
himself, they did not clash with the spirit of Lincoln’s pro- 
gram. In fact, all the differences of the two sets of resolu- 
tions pale to insignificance when account is taken of their 


59. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 484. 

60. I[bid., II, 485. “While we think the ground has been already 
covered, we find that, in the form you give it, it would divide our 
friends, not only in the Committee, but in Congress, a portion being 
unwilling to give up their old opinion, that the duty of executing the 
constitutional provisions, concerning fugitives from service, belongs to 
the States, and not at all to Congress.” 

61. Cf. the two sets of resolutions, above, pp. 167-168, 173, note 54. 

Certain historical errors have resulted from the literal acceptance of 
Seward’s implication that the two sets of resolutions were equivalent: 
e.g., George Fort Milton’s assertion that Lincoln suggested an amend- 
ment to guarantee slavery in the states. The Eve of Conflict, p. 527. 
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agreement in tacitly vetoing the Crittenden proposals, and 
rejecting any attempt at territorial compromise. On this 
basic point, Seward followed Lincoln’s lead. And inasmuch 
e no settlement which ignored the territorial question 
could possibly gain a hearing in the cotton states, it is not 
too much to say that the introduction of these proposals 
marked a renunciation, by the Republicans, of any at- 
tempt to appease the secessionists of the lower South. 

In a sense, too, the introduction of Seward’s resolutions 
marked his acquiescence in the leadership of Lincoln. If 
he later attempted to influence Lincoln, to modify Lin- 
coln’s policies, even to force Lincoln’s hand, he never 
openly resisted Lincoln’s program. Though he did not 
yet know it, he had enlisted for the duration of the war. 


Lincoln’s letters to his friends in Congress, and his 
dextrous measures in gaining Seward’s co-operation, show 
clearly his opposition to compromise. But the significance 
of these events lies less in the fact of their occurrence, 
than in the effect which they had upon the Republicans 
in Congress. Granted that Lincoln struck repeated blows 
against territorial concession, it remains to be determined 
whether his policy merely coincided with that of party 
leaders in Washington, or whether it altered decisively 
the course of the Republican group. The importance of 
his action is real or illusory in proportion as its effect 
was determining, or merely incidental. This, of course, 
involves an inquiry as to what the congressional group 
would have done if Lincoln had not intervened. No ex- 
plicit answer is possible, but still one must examine the 
indications. 

In the radical wing of the Republican party, there 
were a number of congressmen who needed no urging by 
Lincoln to reject compromise, for they opposed it more 
vigorously than he. In the Senate, Ben Wade, Charles 
Sumner, and Preston King were of this class;®? in the 


62. Wade, in Senate, Dec. 17, Cong. Globe, pp. 99-104; Sumner to 
F. W. Bird, Jan. 28, in Pierce, Sumner, II, 16, saying, “I insist upon 
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House, Owen P. Lovejoy of Illinois, Thaddeus Stevens of 
Pennsylvania, John A. Gurley of Ohio, and Charles B. 
Sedgwick of New York were equally stalwart.® It must 
also be recognized that the delegations of certain states— 
especially, of Vermont and of Wisconsin—were consist- 
ently and thoroughly hostile to compromise.® 

Although never universal, this attitude characterized 
a substantial portion, and perhaps a majority, of the Re- 
publican membership. Throughout the crisis, some ob- 
servers stressed the importance of this stalwart element, 
and asserted that compromise was making little headway 
among the members of the victorious party. Senator 


an inflexible ‘No’ to every proposition. ‘No,’ ‘No,’ ‘No,’ let the North 
cry out to every compromise’; Mrs. Lyman Trumbull to Walter Trum- 
bull, Jan. 26, in White, Trumbull, p. 122, containing an account of a 
committee urging compromise upon King, to which he replied, “I would 
rather resign my seat first and I think I would rather die.” 

63. Speeches in House, in Cong. Globe, by Lovejoy, Jan. 23 (appendix, 
pp. 84-87); Stevens, Jan. 29 (pp. 621-624); and Sedgwick, Feb. 7 (pp. 
795-798). Gurley to Chase, Jan. 24, in Chase MSS. 

Lovejoy’s theocratic approach to politics was well expressed in a 
speech to the Republican caucus in which he said: “There never was a 
more causeless revolt since Lucifer led his cohorts of apostate angels 
against the throne of God, but I never heard that the Almighty pro- 
posed to compromise the matter by allowing the rebels to kindle the 
fires of hell south of the celestial meridian of 36° 30’.” New York Herald, 
Jan. 6. 

Sedgwick was a Representative from the Syracuse district, New York, 
and was a man of such stern temper that Henry Adams said he “would 
have done well for a member of the Long Parliament.” Letter of Adams, 
Feb. 7, in Boston Advertiser, Feb. 11. 

Henry Adams listed, as characteristically staunch men, John F. Pot- 
ter, Cadwallader C. Washburne, Charles B. Sedgwick, John Bassett 
Alley, and Thomas Dawes Eliot. Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 9, 
in Ford, ed., Henry Adams Letters, 1858-1891, p. 63. 

64. Henry Adams wrote to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 18, deploring the 
lack of firmness among the Republicans, but rejoicing that “Wisconsin 
is a new Vermont.” Ford, ed., Henry Adams Letters, 1858-1891, p. 67. 

Henry Waldron, Representative from Wis., writing in the Detroit 
Free Press, Jan. 25, declared, “The sentiment of our delegation is that 
we have nothing to concede, compromise, or apologize for.” Harris, 
Chandler, p. 53. 

Justin Morrill, Representative from Vermont, wrote Mrs. Morrill, 
Dec. 7, that every proposed compromise required a surrender of prin- 
ciples, which he would not make. William Belmont Parker, The Life and 
Public Services of Justin Smith Morrill (Boston, 1924), p. 119. 
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Grimes remarked placidly, “There is . . . much talk 
about all sorts of compromises, but there is not the slightest 
probability that anything will be done.” James Buchanan, 
looking wistfully for signs of conciliatory feeling, was 
disappointed to find “no reason to believe that this [the 
Crittenden plan] is at present acceptable to the Northern 
senators and representatives,” and his only hope lay in 
the growing tendency among them to accept it. Very 
shortly afterward, Seward reported to Lincoln that he 
did “not see the slightest indications of its [the Crittenden 
compromise’s] adoption, on the Republican side of Con- 
gress. The members stand nearly, or quite as firm against 
it, as the country is.”® Somewhat later, Senator Fessen- 
den recorded that “the great majority of Northern repre- 
sentatives in both houses of Congress seem to be of my 
opinion [that no concession should be offered]”; Senator 
Latham of California found, among his Republican op- 
ponents, an attitude of stolid indifference to the crisis; 
and Henry Adams, who had previously expected a com- 
promise, wrote on January 7, “Mr. Weed, . . . who 
came ... here with various compromise measures .. . 
has gone back today, without having found the first Re- 
publican to give them countenance.” 

As contrasted with these commentators, there were 
others who emphasized the prevalence of a desire for com- 
promise among a growing minority of the Republican 
members. The rapid increase of this group was the more 

65. Grimes to his wife, Dec. 11, in Salter, Grimes, p. 1832; Buchanan 
to Royal Phelps, Dec. 22, in Horatio King, Turning on the Light, A Dis- 
passionate Survey of President Buchanan’s Administration from 1860 to 
tts Close (Philadelphia, 1895), p. 46; Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in 
Seward, Seward, II, 484485 

In the same vein were statements by Seward to Weed, Dec. 3, “The 
Republican Party today is as uncompromising as the secessionists.” 
Barnes, Weed, p. 308; and by Preston King to Bigelow, Dec. 3, “I do 
not find any Republican willing to entertain the idea of extending 
slavery.” Bigelow, Retrospections, I, 316. 

66. Letter of Fessenden, undated, apparently Feb., in Fessenden, 
Fessenden, I, 121; Milton Scott Latham to Franklin Pierce, Feb. 6, in 
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notable in that scarcely any enthusiasm for emergency 
measures had appeared at the opening of Congress, be- 
cause there was slight recognition that an emergency 
existed. Eight days after the Congress assembled, before 
the emergency psychology could mature, Lincoln sent the 
first of that series of notes which advised congressmen 
against compromise. Thus Republican conciliatory incli- 
nations experienced a normal development for only eight 
days, but, in that brief interval, burgeoned rapidly enough 
to lead Henry Adams to foretell “a complete disorganiza- 
ton-of, our party.” 

While this startling prediction was never fulfilled, 
numerous other indications showed that compromise found 
supporters on the Republican side of House and Senate. 

“Hamilton Fish believed that it did, and even reached the 
conclusion that both the Northern and the Southern 
factions were “willing to accept less than the others would 
grant,” but that they were afraid of their constituents, 
and of certain demagogic rivals.** Representative S. S. 
Cox later listed five of the Republican senators—Simon 
Cameron of Pennsylvania, Edward D. Baker of Oregon, 
Jacob Collamer of Vermont, and James Dixon and La- 
fayette S. Foster of Connecticut—as men not unfriendly 
to the idea of compromise.® Henry B. Anthony and James 
F. Simmons of Rhode Island were regarded as “very fishy 
and weak-kneed,” in the Adams household, where Colla- 
mer, Dixon, and Foster were also suspected.” Seward was 
widely regarded as a would-be pacificator. Thus, at least 
one-third of the Republican members in the Senate were 
not trusted by the militant group within their own party. 
And it is evident that this feeling was not altogether with- 
out foundation, for Dixon agreed, on the Senate floor, to 


67. See above, pp. 130-131. 

68. Fish to Charles S. Davies, Jan. 18, in Nevins, Fish, p. 81. Fish 
himself thought that “concessions should be offered.” See above, p. 115. 

69. Samuel S. Cox, Three Decades of Federal Legislation, 1855 to 
1885, etc. (Providence, 1885), p. 64. 

70. Henry Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 9, in Ford, ed., Henry 
Adams Letters, 1858-1891, pp. 63-64. 
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“make any sacrifice which a reasonable man can ask, or 
an honorable man can grant.””’ Cameron, going to the 
extreme limit of concession, made the very strong (or, as 
his colleagues would have thought, very weak) statements 
that “anything I can do by my vote here as Senator, I will 
do, to prevent the separation of the South from the North. 
. . . I desire to preserve it [the Union] by any sacrifice 
of feeling, and, I may say, of principle. . . . I will go for 
the proposition of my colleague [Senator Bigler’s resolu- 
tion to hold a popular referendum on the Crittenden 
proposals] or for any other proposition to save the 
country. 7 

But, however much Republican solidarity was impaired 
in the Senate, it was worse shattered in the House. As 
evidence of this, it is only necessary to recall the resolu- 
tions of Republican members, such as Kilgore, Thayer, 
and John Sherman in the House; the conciliatory tone of 
proposals and speeches, by Ferry, Humphrey, Corwin, 
Kellogg, Morse, and Curtis in the Committee of Thirty- 
three; and, particularly, the resolution of eight Republi- 
can members of this committee that they would offer 
“additional and more specific and effectual guarantees” 
for the South.” In the light of such developments, one can 
readily understand the anxiety of the staunch Republi- 
cans, who, like Joshua Giddings, felt “sorry to find so 
many cowards even among Republicans.” A Pennsylvania 
Republican wrote, ‘“There has been a great cave-in by the 
Republicans in the [Pennsylvania] Senate.’’* Meanwhile, 
Henry Adams expressed disgust with the Republican 

71. In Senate, Dec. 10. Cong. Globe, p. 32. 

72. In Senate, Jan. 21. [bid., pp. 494-495. 

73. See above, pp. 92-99. 

74, Giddings to Charles Sumner, Dec. 3, and E. W. Capron to William 
Lloyd Garrison, quoted by J. G. Randall, “The Civil War Restudied,” 
in Journal of Southern History, VI (1940), 454. These items, excerpted 
from the Sumner and Garrison MSS. respectively, are accompanied by 
Professor Randall’s comment that, “This note of disgust at Republican 


concessions runs all through the correspondence of Garrison, Sumner, 
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delegations from Pennsylvania (“rotten to the core”), 
Ohio (‘not all she should be”), and Indiana (“all she 
should not be, just as that mean state always was”). 
Since these states contributed more than one-third of the 
Republican membership, their possible defection was a 
serious matter."® Perhaps it was not serious enough to 
warrant Adams’ alarmist estimate that a complete dis- 
organization might ensue, reducing the party strength by 
two-thirds in the House, but it was certainly grave enough 
to justify a report by Seward that bewilderment and 
demoralization existed in the Republican ranks, and that 
“the timid will rush into the Democratic party.” The New 
York Herald suggested that many of the victorious party 
wanted an adjustment, and were restrained only by fear 
of anathemas from the party press.” 

Certain historians, being convinced of the conciliatory 
disposition of the Republicans in Congress, have argued 
that the Crittenden plan might even have succeeded in the 
Committee of Thirteen, if Lincoln’s influence had not 
prevented such a consummation. William E. Dodd, for 
instance, suggested that Grimes and Doolittle would have 
followed Seward, if he had chosen the path of compro- 
mise.’® If such a combination could have been formed, it 
would have assured the success of the Crittenden plan in 
the committee, but the conjecture that these senators 
might have supported such a program directly contra- 
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77. Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 13, in Ford, ed., Henry Adams 
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II, 481; New York Herald, Jan. 3. 

78. William E. Dodd, Jefferson Davis (Philadelphia, 1907), p. 196, 
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venes their own specific utterances. Grimes, on December 
16, wrote that the secessionists “want to debauch the 
moral sentiment of the people of the North, by making 
them agree to the proposition that slavery is a benign, 
constitutional system”; he could not have voted for the 
Crittenden proposals without giving explicit constitu- 
tional recognition to slavery. Doolittle, with equal decisive- 
ness, said, “Let it be settled there shall be no more slave 
territory” ;”® it may be that pressure would have induced 
him to abandon this position and vote for compromise, but 
certainly no evidence indicates that he was disposed to do 
so, nor that he was more likely than other Republican 
senators to take such a course. As for Senator Wade, he 
was at all times violently opposed to concessions. 

Collamer, on the other hand, might have been persuaded 
to sacrifice the Chicago Platform. He remained non- 
committal on the Senate floor, but his firmness was sus- 
pected in the well informed Adams household, and he is 
said to have told Senator Clingman of North Carolina, 
“You must let us know your terms, for we do not want to 
part with you.” It is notable that, when the Crittenden 
proposals later came to a vote on the Senate floor, Collamer 
did not vote.*° 

As for Seward, he was an enigma, and, in all likelihood, 
will remain one. His close association with Weed creates 
a strong presumption that he was not hostile to the revival 
of the Missouri line. Moreover, his customary, and rather 
cryptic optimism, suggested that he willingly anticipated 
a compromise. It was reported at the time, and for thirty 
years following, that Seward had assured various people 

79. Grimes to his wife, Dec. 16, in Salter, Grimes, p. 182; Doolittle to 
his wife, Dec. 2, in Duane Mowry, “An Appreciation of James Rood 
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that he would accept the Crittenden plan.™' Most of these 
reports were tainted with anonymity, but an exception 
exists in the case of James Barbour, an outstanding and 
trustworthy Virginia Unionist, who gave circumstantial 
accounts of two interviews in which Seward offered such 
assurances. According to Barbour, Seward told him, “I 
am of your opinion that nothing short of that [the Crit- 
tenden plan] will allay the excitement, and therefore I 
will favor it substantially.”’*? It is easy to understand the 
conflicting reports as to Seward’s policy, when one observes 
the uncertain tenor even of his letters to his family. On 
December 8, he assured his wife, “I am, thus far, silent, 
not because I am thinking of proposing compromises, but 
because I wish to avoid . . . intermeddling, just now— 
when concession, . . . or solicitude, would encourage, and 
demonstrations of firmness of purpose would exasperate.” 
But two days later the policy of non-intervention seemed 
less attractive, and he was pondering the “difficult task, 
of trying to reconcile the factious men who are bent on 
disunion.”*? However, Seward’s words were frequently 
intended to mask his purposes, and no analysis of them 
will reveal his position. The only possible clew to his 
attitude lies in his actions, and these suggest that, if 
Lincoln had not dominated him, he would have accepted 

81. New York Herald, Jan. 4. James DePeyster Ogden, Jan. 29, wrote 
to Crittenden, “A gentleman this morning told me that a perfectly re- 
liable party assured him that Seward said, ten days since ... that he 
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who pretend to know say that Weed and Seward will move, and are in 
reality acting together’; both letters in Crittenden MSS. 

82. James Barbour to F. Bancroft, Aug. 24, 1893, in Bancroft, Seward, 
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the Crittenden proposals. Implication and circumstance 
point directly to the conclusion that he would have favored 
a, territorial line.** 

There is good reason for supposing, tentatively, that 
Seward and Collamer would have voted with Crittenden 
in the Committee of Thirteen, and that Grimes, Doolittle, 
and Wade would have voted against him. This, under the 
rule requiring majorities of each faction, would have 
defeated the Crittenden proposal in committee. Therefore 
it seems unsound to emphasize Lincoln’s responsibility, as 
some historians have done, to the point of attributing the 
committee action to his influence.*° 

But this is not to deny that Lincoln’s intervention was 
a vital one. For the Crittenden proposals did not receive 
their coup de grace on December 22 at the hands of the 
Committee of Thirteen, but on January 16, when the 
Senate adopted, by a vote of 25 to 23, a substitute to 
prevent the Crittenden resolutions from being brought to 
a vote on the Senate floor.*® The substitute was adopted in 
part because of the non-voting of six Southern Democrats 
(whose responsibility will be discussed subsequently), but 
primarily because the entire bloc of Republican senators* 
cast their full strength for the substitute, giving for it 
every vote which it received. In these circumstances, the 
change of a single vote would have caused a tie, leaving 
Vice President Breckinridge to cast a deciding vote, as 
he undoubtedly would have, to bring the Crittenden pro- 
posals to the Senate floor. But there was no tie, partly be- 
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cause no one of the senators—Anthony, Baker, Cameron, 
Collamer, Dixon, Foster, Seward, and Simmons—who 
had evinced a disposition toward compromise, cast a vote 
for the extremely mild proposal to make the Crittenden 
measures the order of business. With a probability not far 
short of certainty, it appears that Lincoln’s intervention 
contributed decisively to the sudden intransigence of 
these men, and thus played the major part in preventing 
the Crittenden resolutions from coming to a vote until 
after the formation of the Southern Confederacy. 

Lincoln’s decisive réle was recognized at the time. 
Sumner knew of it and was comforted. “Mr. Lincoln,” he 
recorded, “‘is perfectly firm. He says that the Republican 
party shall not with his assent become ‘a mere sucked egg, 
all shell and no meat,—the principle all sucked out.’ ” 
Preston King, almost as much of a zealot as Sumner, 
reported an “‘apparent firmness” in the Republican ranks, 
and observed that, “‘All we hear of Lincoln contributes to 
this steadiness.”” Henry Adams confided to his brother 
that “Lincoln is all right. You can rely on that. He has 
exercised a strong influence through several sources on 
this committee [of Thirty-three] and always right.” Two 
days later, he returned to the same important topic, and 
wrote: “The President elect has signified too in more ways 
than one, what the Committee [of Thirty-three] had bet- 
ter do and what leave undone.”** 

The Republican solidarity in rejecting compromise in 
mid-January marked a complete reversal of the tendency 
of mid-December, when conciliatory measures seemed to 
be steadily gaining Republican adherents, and when the 
prospect of a split in the party had caused grave anxiety 
to Republican leaders. Yet the crisis was no less ominous, 


88. Sumner to F. W. Ballard, Jan. 26, in Pierce, Sumner, IV, 16; 
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and the pressure from conciliationist groups had not 
abated. The change in temper, therefore, resulted from 
no amelioration in crisis conditions, but from new forces 
‘at work within the party. These forces may have been 
multiple, but certainly none was more potent than the 
intervention of Lincoln. Almost unobserved, except in the 
most limited circles, the President-elect had held the ranks 
of his party solid when a schism appeared imminent. 


The later history of the Senate Committee of Thirteen, 
and of Seward’s resolutions therein, contributed no new 
factor in the development of the crisis. It may suffice to 
remark that neither the Republican resolutions, nor any 
others, were ever reported by the committee.*? Other 
proposals of territorial compromise were introduced by 
Douglas, Bigler, and Rice. But when these were rejected,” 


89, Seward’s first resolution was adopted, 11 to 2, with Davis and 
Toombs in the negative; the second was amended, on the motion of 
Douglas, to require that jury trials of alleged fugitives should be held 
in the state from which the flight was claimed to have occurred, and, in 
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the amendment; the third was rejected by the Southern senators, on 
the ground that it would affect the laws of slave states concerning Negro 
seamen; the last was amended, by the Democrats, to give a broader 
definition to the punishable offense, and was defeated by the Repub- 
licans, who had opposed the amendment. Journal of Committee of 13, 
pp. 11, 13. 

On Dec. 28, the committee adopted a resolution that it had “not been 
able to agree upon any general plan of adjustment,” and so reported to 
the Senate. [bid., p. 18; Cong. Globe, p. 211. 

$0. Douglas proposed two Constitutional amendments, providing 
chiefly that the existing status of slavery in the existing territories 
should remain unchanged until they became states, that new territory 
should be acquired only by treaty or by two-thirds of both houses of 
Congress, and that the status of slavery in such new territory should 
remain as at the time of acquisition. 

Bigler proposed Constitutional amendments dividing all territory on 
the line 36° 30’, with four slave territories south, and eight free terri- 
tories north of that line, these territories to be admitted later as states. 

Rice proposed a resolution to admit the entire territory north of 
36° 30’ as the “State of Washington,” and all south of it as the “State 
of Jefferson,” with provision for subdividing into smaller states as the 
population grew. Seward offered to amend this to exclude Kansas from 
the arrangement-—that is, to secure two free states for one slave state. 
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it was, in essence, a mere repetition of the Republican 
refusal to offer a territorial adjustment. 

Their adherence to this position virtually eliminated 
the possibility of a compromise with the secessionists. It 
was a bitter blow to the so-called “Union-savers,” and they 
_reacted by taxing the Republicans with sole responsibility 
for preventing reconciliation. Moreover, they assumed 
that the only Republican motive for this act was a 
bellicose determination to force the South to submit—a 
preference for coercive, rather than conciliatory measures. 
These accusations, in effect, would fix upon the Republi- 
cans the responsibility of causing a needless tragedy, and 
the guilt of choosing deliberately the course of war. In 
the apportionment of responsibility for the American 
Civil War, however, no such simple formulae will suffice. 
Though the Republicans opposed territorial concessions, 
the question remains whether the Northern people would 
have supported an offer of compromise, and whether the 
Southern people would have accepted one. And even if it 
should appear that compromise was, in fact, practicable, 
Republican rejection of compromise cannot validly be 
interpreted as an evidence of a spirit of aggression, with- 
out specific examination of the beliefs which led the 
members of the party to determine upon their course. 
The amendment failed, 6 to 6, Douglas voting with the Repubiicans, 
Bigler not voting. 

The vote on these measures was as follows: Douglas resolutions, de- 
feated 2 (Crittenden and Douglas) to 11, on Dec. 24; Bigler resolutions, 
defeated without a record vote, Dec. 28; Rice resolution, defeated 3 
(Bigler, Davis, Rice) to 10, Dec. 28, It is notable that in all recorded 


cases, the Republicans solidly opposed compromise proposals. Journal 
of Committee of 13, pp. 8-18. 
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PARTISAN LEADERS AND THE POPULAR 
WILL 


tions of personal or sectional justification signify far 

less than the basic, undisputed fact that the public 
men of 1861 failed to effect the voluntary perpetuation of 
the Union. In a larger sense, this breakdown of peace 
began with the sectional antagonism of the preceding 
decades. In a more immediate sense, it ensued from the 
condition that no compromise—and, explicitly, no terri- 
torial compromise—was either offered by one section or 
requested by the other. 

In the analysis of this failure, attention naturally 
focuses upon the manner in which Lincoln and his party 
resisted territorial adjustment. But the fact that they 
opposed the plan does not necessarily mean that they 
prevented the fulfillment. A major question remains as to 
whether the Republicans defeated a practicable and pub- 
licly approved device for the maintenance of the Union, 
or whether they merely dispatched at once an illusory 
scheme which was certain to fail in due time because of 
other factors. If it be true, or if the data indicate, that 
the compromise proposals were desired by the Unionist 
states, and acceptable to the South, then the account- 
ability of the Republicans must be regarded as very grave. 
If, on the other hand, the Crittenden proposals and others 
like them faced insuperable obstacles from the beginning, 
in the form of public disapproval or of Southern distaste 
for the maintenance of Union on any terms, then the 
policy of the Republicans cannot be regarded as being, in 
any sense, decisive. Much turns upon the question as to 
what the Unionist states desired, and what the seceding 
states would have accepted. 


[: the problem of the secession crisis, all disputed ques- 
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Neither polls nor straw votes existed to record 
the shifting currents of public opinion in the sixties. 
Nevertheless, it is necessary to read such gauges as were 
available to determine whether or not that opinion pre- 
dominantly favored a territorial compromise. Among the 
evidence which bears on this question, none is more com- 
plete and more revealing than the popular vote in the 
election of 1860. For this vote shows plainly that a 
majority, not only of the voters as a whole, but even of 
the voters in states which remained loyal to the Union, 
regarded the exclusion of slavery from the territories as 
non-essential or even undesirable, and voted against the 
candidate who represented this policy. When Lincoln was 
inaugurated, the states which accepted him as President 
were states which had cast a majority of more than half a 
million votes against him, and even when the outbreak of 
war caused four more states to join the Confederacy, the 
remaining Union still contained a population in which 
the majority of the electorate had opposed the Republi- 
can ticket.’ Inasmuch as this majority was divided between 
Breckinridge, who denied the right of congressional inter- 
vention in the territories, Douglas, who offered popular 
sovereignty as a solution, and Bell, who favored anything 
that would insure harmony, it appears that the proponents 
of slavery exclusion lacked a majority, even before the 
secession crisis. 

How far they fell short of attaining a majority is 
uncertain, but clearly their numerical strength was appre- 
ciably less than that of the Republican party as a whole. 
For many of the citizens who cast their ballots for 

1. The following table, based upon data in Edward Stanwood, 4 His- 


tory of the Presidency from 1788 to 1897 (Boston, 1898), p. 297, illus- 
trates Lincoln’s minority position in states which remained in the Union: 


Election of 1860 


Lincoln Other candidates 
vote of entire United States 1,866,452 2,815,617 
vote of states which rejected seces- 
sion prior to war 1,866,452 2,421,752 


vote of states which fought for 
Union (including Ky. and Mo.) 1,864,523 1,960,842 
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Lincoln, did so in spite of, rather than because of, his 
advocacy of slavery exclusion. It is a well known fact that 
the platform of 1860 made a clever and successful bid for 
the support of protectionists, advocates of free home- 
steads, and promoters of a transcontinental railway. Add 
to this the strength which the Democratic party forfeited 
through its corruption and that which Lincoln gained 
simply as a man of the people, and the intrinsic strength 
of the slavery exclusion program seems very indeterm1- 
nate, indeed.? Honest Abe, the rail-splitter, probably ran 
fully as strong at the polls as Abraham Lincoln, the friend 
of the enslaved. 

If the advocates of slavery exclusion did not command 
a majority at the outset of the crisis, they certainly never 
possessed one thereafter, for it is an incontestable fact 
that many Republicans who had endorsed the entire 
Chicago Platform during the campaign, hastily modified 
their position as the secession crisis developed. Copious 
evidence proves that defections occurred on a large scale. 
In Massachusetts, for instance, a number of local elections 
took place in early December, and in these contests the 
heavy Republican majorities of the preceding month 
were heavily reversed in such important towns as Worces- 
ter and Newburyport. Where no actual reversal took 
place, the proportion of Republican strength was reduced, 
as in Boston, Charleston, and Lowell.’ 

Many observers, both within and without the Republi- 


2. “Now our triumph was achieved more because of Lincoln’s... 
honesty and the known corruption of the democrats, than because of the 
negro question.” James W. Grimes, Burlington, Ia., Nov. 13, to Lyman 
Trumbull, in Trumbull MSS. 

3. New York Herald, Dec. 14, recorded these elections as follows: 


November December 
Republican Opposition Republican Opposition 
Boston 9723 10649 5674 8834 
Charleston 785 1528 697 1671 
Roxbury 1408 1632 1023 1223 
Worcester 1195 maj. 176 maj. 
Lowell 2779 1593 2073 1661 


Newburyport 939 679 690 1135 
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can party, noted this thinning of the ranks. Zachariah 
Chandler had deplored the signs of wavering even among 
_ “good reliable Republicans” and had feared that the panic 
' might infect Lincoln. Norman B. Judd, meeting with the 
Republican members of the Illinois legislature, experi- 
enced “trouble in holding them steady” even in the hyper- 
Republican atmosphere of Springfield. Moses Grinnell 
confided to Seward his fear that “many of our Republican 
friends have strong sympathies with those who are ready 
to yield to . . . the Crittenden . . . propositions.’’* This 
fear was amply justified by the large number of cases in 
which Republicans became converts of the Crittenden 
plan. Several of these partisans wrote to assure Crittenden 
of their support. A Pennsylvanian of this class believed 
that he was only one of a host of Republicans who 
sympathized with the Kentucky senator. Another writer 
said that he represented a great number who had voted 
for Lincoln only because they wanted honesty to displace 
corruption, and not because of any inflexible conviction 
on the territorial question.° 

Still another group, who had never been Republican, 
wrote in a different mood, but with the same theme: the 
Republican masses wanted compromise. One of the most 
distinguished of this group, Martin Van Buren, surmised 
that the Republicans would never openly support the 
Crittenden proposal, but would “suffer [it] . . . to pass 
by the aid of the most conservative and least partisan 
portions of their body, when they know that its passage 
would be acceptable to, if not desirable to, a large portion, 
not to say a majority of their own supporters. .. .”° 
John Brodhead claimed for Crittenden the support of 


4, Chandler to Trumbull, Nov. 17, in Trumbull MSS.; Judd to Chase, 
Jan. 16, in Chase MSS.; Grinnell, New York, Jan. 28, to Seward, in Ban- 
croft, Seward, II, 532-533. 

5. Letters to Crittenden from S. E. Woodruff, Girard, Pa., Jan. 2; 
J. H. Reed, Greenwich, Conn., Jan. 17; in Crittenden MSS. Also see 
letters from A. S. Fiske, New York, Jan. 21, and E. Spoford, Brooklyn, 
N. Y., Jan. 16, in ibid. 

6. Van Buren to Crittenden, Dec. 24, in Van Buren MSS. 
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half of the Pennsylvanians who had voted for Lincoln.’ 
This was probably an exaggeration, but it seemed to be 
partially justified when a group of Philadelphians, num- 
bered at 2000, and claiming to have supported Lincoln, 
presented to Congress a petition in favor of the Crittenden 
compromise.*® In New York, it was said that the conserva- 
tive element was leaving the Republican party, that the 
political ranks were dividing in Albany, and that the 
moderate Republicans of New York City were pressing 
the radicals in Congress to adopt a more conciliatory 
policy.’ One observer of these trends wrote, “I am not a 
republican nor did I vote their ticket. I move daily among 
those who did vote that ticket and I believe could they 
tomorrow they would recall their votes.” August Belmont, 
meanwhile, suggested to Stephen A. Douglas that he work 
for a revival of the Missouri Compromise, “because I have 
good reason to know that the conservative portion of the 
Republican leaders are in favor of it.”’ Crittenden himself 
was heartened by his “commendation . . . from high Re- 
publican sources.”’'® 

While certain elements in the Republican party began 
to champion the cause of compromise, there were other 
elements which remained stalwart. Certainly, the Republi- 
can masses were by no means stampeded, and in some 
regions—the rural areas in general, and upper New 
England and the Western states in particular—their lines 
remained almost intact." Despite the widespread desire 


7. John Brodhead, Philadelphia, Jan. 4, to Crittenden, in Crittenden 
MSS. 

8. Cong. Globe, p. 777. 

9. Letters to Crittenden, from James DePeyster Ogden, Jan. 29; 
James William Beekman, Jan. 24; in Crittenden MSS. Letter from 
John A. Dix to Horatio King, Dec. 29, in King, Turning on the Light, 
p. 36-37. 

10. Washington Murray to Crittenden, Dec. 24; Crittenden to S. S. 
Nicholas, Dec. [?]; in Crittenden MSS. Belmont to Douglas, Dec. 31; 
also to Herschel V. Johnson, Dec. 30, and to John Forsyth, Dec. 19; in 
Belmont, Letters, pp. 36-39, 42, 45. 

11. George D. Briggs of N. Y., Feb. 4, in House; Morton S. Wilkinson 
of Minn., Feb. 14, in Senate (“if Senators ... would ascertain what 
the true sentiment of the country is, they must get off from the side- 
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for compromise, opposition to it remained so strong in 
some quarters that when the Republican members of the 
Committee of Thirty-three voted for the Dunn resolution, 
they were “dreadfully pulled over the coals for it by their 
constituents,”’” and consequently veered back toward the 
Chicago Platform. Several Republicans in the Senate 
also observed a firm tone among their constituents. For 
instance, the vast majority of Lyman Trumbull’s numer- 
ous correspondents exhorted him to stand firm;™ the 
Republicans who wrote to William Pitt Fessenden were 
“almost unanimous” in their opposition to compromise, 
although other groups urged him to make concessions; the 
correspondence of Seward was very heavy, and it left him 
with the impression, not consistently held, that the people 
of the North were firmly opposed to the Crittenden plan; 
when Senator James Harlan of Iowa made a speech 
against compromise, it brought him an unusually heavy 
shower of commendatory letters; and Preston King re- 
joiced to find ‘‘an apparent firmness in the great body of 
our folks.’* Outside of Congress, the extensive corre- 


walks of our cities; they must go away from the commercial districts 
... 3 they must penetrate into the interior.”), Cong. Globe, pp. 729, 
896. New York Times, Nov. 19, Dec. 7 (“The people in the interior do 
not believe that there is danger of disunion.”). 

12. Henry Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 22, in Ford, ed., Henry 
Adams Letters, 1858-1891, p. 69. 

13. Letters to Trumbull from A. C. Clayton, Jerseyville, Ill., Dec. 10; 
G. Koerner, Belleville, Ill., Dec. 10; J. H. Alderman, Jacksonville, IIl., 
Dec. 13; George P. Edgar, Chicago, Ill., Dec. 14; Thomas Richmond, Chi- 
cago, Ill., Dec. 14; Wait Talcott, Mattoon, Ul., Dec. 16; Wm. E. Griffin, 
Richland Grove, Dec. 17; George T. Brown, Alton, Ill., Dec. 18; R. C. 
Mann, Preston, IJl., Dec. 18; A. B. M’Chesney, Alton, Dec. 18; A. Bal- 
linger, Alton, Dec. 18; A. W. Metcalf, Edwardsville, Ill., Dec. 18; 
W. H. Hanna, Bloomington, Ill., Dec. 19; E. Stafford, Carondelet, Mo., 
Dec. 20; Seth McCormick, Racine, Wis., Dec. 20; John R. Woods, Wood- 
wild, Ill., Dec. 20; Edward Harte, San Francisco, Cal., Dec. 20; W. H. 
Herndon, Springfield, [ll., Dec. 21; John Olney, Shawneetown, Dec. 21; 
David J. Baker, Alton, Dec. 22; and many others. 

14. White, Trumbull, p. 117; Fessenden, Fessenden, I, 117; Seward to 
his family, Dec. 24, and to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 483- 
485; Johnson Brigham, James Harlan (Jowa City, 1913), p. 154, with 
citations to Harlan’s autobiographical MSS. and papers; King to Bige- 
low, Jan. 30, in Bigelow, Retrospections, I, 355. 
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spondence of Salmon P. Chase revealed a large body of 
Republican opposition, in Ohio, to compromise.” Francis 
P. Blair, Jr., reported a similar sentiment in Illinois."® 
Richard Yates, of the same state, wrote, “The Republi- 
cans, however, are firm. Much as they dread the prospect 
of civil war, yet they feel in no way responsible for any 
such result.”” 

To reconcile these statements of hostility toward 
compromise with other statements of receptiveness, is 
impossible. To believe one and reject the other is equally 
impossible. To average the two and produce a neutral 
result would be most misleading of all. No valid conclusion 
can follow except that the party was splitting into factions 
on the issue of compromise, and that the “irrepressible 
conflict in the Republican party,” already predicted by 
the Herald, was now about to break forth. Certainly this 
was the result most feared by Republican leaders. Salmon 
P. Chase had declared, at the very inception of the crisis, 
that “No disunion need create alarm except the disunion 
of the Republican Party,’’’® and Henry Villard showed the 
fulfillment of Chase’s fears in an early February dispatch 
from Springfield: “It is not only in Congress that 
dissonances are audible in the republican ranks in 
reference to the compromise question. It is not only in 
their party organs that flagrant discrepancies of opinion 

15. See especially letters to Chase from: George A. Nourse, St. Paul, 
Minn., Noy. 17; Edward D. Mansfield, Morrow, O., Nov. 26; L. Clephane, 
Washington, Dec. 7; J. H. Baker, St. Paul, Minn., Dec. 10; E. B. Taylor, 
Greenville, [no state], Dec. 14; T. A. Cheney, Chautauqua County, N. Y., 
Dec. 14; J. C. Brand, Urbana, IIl., Dec. 21; George Hoadley, Cincinnati, 
Dec. 7, “The north is of one mind... in preferring dissolution and 
even war to the nationalizing of slavery”; George G. Fogg, Washington, 
Dec. 12, “Our friends here are generally standing firm”; George Opdyke, 
New York, Dec. 26, “The republicans generally ... are for standing 
by their principles, come what may”; Milton Sutiiff, Warren, O., Feb. 14, 
saying that a large majority of Republicans would vote against terri- 
torial compromise. All in Chase MSS. 

16. F. P. Blair, Jr., to Montgomery Blair, Jan. 24, in Blair MSS. “Our 
friends in Illinois are not for any comprornise.” 


17. Yates to Trumbull, Jacksonville, Ill., Dec. 21, in Trumbull MSS. 
18. Chase to Trumbull, Columbus, O., Nov. 12, in ibid. 
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are becoming manifest—nay, in almost every State that 
rolled up a majority for Lincoln and Hamlin, a division of 
the party in power into pro- and anti-compromises [sic], 
or conservatives and radicals, appears to be imminent. 
. . . That profound apprehensions of a wreck of the 
republican party against the compromise rock prevail in 
Presidential circles is certain.”! 

When the faction of Republican moderates is added to 
that of Breckinridge Democrats, Douglas Democrats, and 
Constitutional Unionists, assurance seems doubly certain 
that the majority opinion of the Unionist states would 
readily have offered concessions in the territories if there- 
by they could have secured the perpetuation of the Union. 
Testimony as to the desire of the majority for compromise 
is voluminous. On the floor of the Senate, Douglas, Pugh 
of Ohio, and Bigler of Pennsylvania made explicit state- 
ments of their own conviction that the majority favored 
territorial concessions and wanted only an opportunity to 
vote on the issue.” Crittenden himself declared, “I firmly 
believe that a great majority of the people would accept 
my plan of settlement.’ That this opinion was no mere 
wishful thinking, is abundantly evident from the Senator’s 
letter-files. 

From all parts of the Union, Crittenden received not 
only pledges of personal support, but alsc, assurances by 
astute political observers of widespread public support. 
His correspondents included many of whom history pre- 
serves no record, but a significant proportion of communi- 
cations came from men with influence to shape opinion 
and with insight to discern it. Martin Van Buren assured 
Crittenden that his proposals would certainly receive the 
endorsement of the requisite number of states. John A. Dix 
likewise possessed “strong confidence that we could carry 
three-fourths of the States.” Governor Hicks of Maryland 

19. New York Herald, Feb. 16 (Springfield, Feb. 3). 

20. Statements in Cong. Globe; by Pugh, Dec. 10 (p. 33); by Bigler, 


Dec. 11 (p. 48); by Douglas, Jan. 3 (appendix, p. 42). 
21. Crittenden to S. S. Nicholas, Dec. [?], in Crittenden MSS. 
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believed, on December 13, that the cause of compromise 
already commanded the loyalty of millions and was grow- 
ing rapidly.” From New York, Horatio Seymour assured 
Crittenden that a referendum would show a state-wide 
majority of 150,000 in favor of his proposed amend- 
ments.** For Pennsylvania, Jay Gould estimated ‘‘not less 
than a hundred thousand majority,” as the margin of 
public support for Crittenden. On the same day that 
Gould wrote, another railway executive, John Brodhead, 
reported: “I have taken pains to ascertain the sentiments 
of our people in regard to your propesition . . . and I 
am satisfied that three fourths of the people of Pennsyl- 
vania and New Jersey warmly approve your plan.””** This 
estimate for New Jersey was borne out by ex-Senator 
Philemon Dickinson, who predicted that, on a referendum, 
the Crittenden proposals would be endorsed by an over- 
whelming majority.” 

These assurances derive especial importance from the 
prominence of their authors. But many similar assurances 
came from other men who, though less distinguished, were 
perhaps no less able as analysts. Great numbers of them 
wrote to Crittenden to assure him that he headed a 
popular movement. One of these had talked to “a number 
of . . . prominent men of both parties” in New York, 

22. Van Buren to Crittenden, Dec. 24, in the Martin Van Buren Papers 
in the Library of Congress; Dix to Crittenden, Dec. 22, in Coleman, 
Crittenden, II, 237; Thomas H. Hicks to Crittenden, Dec. 13, in Crit- 
tenden MSS. 

23. Seymour to Crittenden, Jan. 18, in Coleman, Crittenden, II, 254— 
255. See also letters to Crittenden from Daniel Lord, New York, Dec. 
29; °S. Baldwin, New York, Jan. 11; and Appleton Oaksmith, New York, 
Jan. 19; and from Crittenden, Dec. [?], to S. S. Nicholas; in Crittenden 
MSS. Oaksmith wrote, “The true sentiments of the People of this City 
are in favor of . . . the Crittenden Compromize [sic].” Crittenden wrote, 
“from New York I have received any amount of commendation... .” 

24. Letters to Crittenden from Gould, Jan. 4, 1861 [incorrectly dated, 
1860, and so recorded in published calendar], and John Brodhead, of 
the Camden and Atlantic R. R., Jan. 4, in Crittenden MSS. In same col- 
lection, see also letters of S. E. Woodruff, Girard, Pa., Jan. 2, and D. 
Rodney King, Philadeiphia, Pa., Jan. 3. 

25. Dickinson to Crittenden, Trenton, N. J., Jan. 16; also, John 
Hulme, Philadelphia, Pa., Jan. 20, in Crittenden MSS. 
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and had found a consensus among them that if the masses 
could be reached, they would sustain the policy of con- 
ciliation. Another could find among “my whole acquaint- 
ance” only one man who would vote against Crittenden’s 
resolutions. Still another felt sure that the majority of 
inarticulate conservatives desired compromise. From his 
home state, a telegram to Crittenden suggested that a 
popular referendum would sustain him by a vote of five to 
one. From Virginia, an irate citizen surmised that “Your 
plan . . . would be adopted gladly by the people of the 
country, if they could so far get the upper hand of their 
masters, the politicians, as to get a straight wp and down 
vote upon the question.” Day after day, similar opinions 
from all parts of the country poured in upon the Kentucky 
Senator," and found widespread expression elsewhere. 
Correspondents of Robert J. Breckinridge were no less 
certain of the popular trend than were those who wrote to 
Crittenden, and they estimated that three-fourths or 


26. The persons writing to Crittenden were, in the order mentioned: 
Jas. B. Murray, Dec. 22; Samuel T. Suit, Jan. 20; Edwin Croswell, 
Dec. 24; F. T. and B. W. Ward of Maysville, Ky., Dec. 27; H. M. 
Fowlkes of Wintopock, Va., Jan. 13; all in Crittenden MSS. 

Of the many writers who assured him of the public sentiment in favor 
of his compromise, the following, all in the Crittenden MSS., are espe- 
cially relevant: James DePeyster Ogden, New York, Dec. 29, Jan. 12 
and 19; S. Baldwin, New York, Jan. 11; Charles Augustus Davis, New 
York, Jan. 7; Enoch Van Aken, New York, Jan. 19; S. S. Haddock, 
West Lebanon, N. Y., Dec. 18; O. Blenis, Salina, N. Y., Jan. 29; Matthew 
Carey Lea, Philadelphia, Pa., Jan. 7; Robert S. Kennedy, Stewartsville, 
N. J., Jan. 5; J. H. Reed, Greenwich, Conn., Jan. 17; James F. Noble, 
Cincinnati, O., Dec. 3; Wallace Perkins, Canton, O., Dec. 20; Isaac N. 
Phipps, Indianapolis, Ind., Jan. 18; John Dougherty Defrees, Washing- 
ton, Jan. 5, claiming that a majority of 50,000 in Indiana favored the 
Crittenden plan; Benjamin S. Adams, Louisville, Ky., Dec. 28, claiming 
the region south of the National Road almost unanimously for com- 
promise; Thomas G. Edwards and others, Dubuque, Ia., Jan. 26; W. 
Selden Gale, Galesburg, Ill., Jan. 24; R. M. Clelland, Detroit, Mich., 
Jan. 30, to Moses Kelley; David Wilson, Baltimore, O., Jan. 16; J. P. 
Hall, Glasgow, Ky., Jan. 8; John Eaker, Mayfield, Ky., Jan. 23; “Your 
Friend,” Scott County, Ky., Feb. 3; Benjamin J. Darneille, Buckingham 
C. H., Va., Jan. 10; Thomas Whitworth, Mayfield, Va., Jan. 19; C. W. 
Andrews, Shepherdstown, Va., Dec. 31; Edward Dumas, Barnesville, 
Ga., Jan. 23; N. M. Ludlow, Mobile, Ala., Jan. 1. 
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four-fifths of the Northern people would sanction any 
reasonable concession.” 

Aside from these personal utterances, various other 
developments testified to the force and extent of the public 
desire for compromise. One such evidence is to be found 
in the petitions which were presented to Congress during 
the winter. While the evaluation of petitions is always a 
tricky problem, one can safely assert that such numerous 
and widely distributed signatures as appeared on these 
petitions could not possibly have been gathered without 
substantial public support. If they were, in fact, what 
they purported to be, it meant that, in New York City 
alone, 63,000 signers endorsed the Crittenden plan; in 
Pennsylvania, 4,000 working men, at a public meeting, 
did likewise; in Massachusetts, several towns produced a 
greater number of signers for Crittenden in December 
than of Republican voters in the preceding month; for 
other states and local communities, from Maine to Mis- 
souril, petitions, to be presented to Congress, poured in 
almost daily during the period when the Crittenden 
Compromise remained a live issue.”* 

Another type of evidence, of which no analysis will be 
attempted here, is the evidence of the public mass meetings 
in Northern metropolitan centers. In New York, one of 
the greatest of these rallies was held, under relatively 
placid circumstances, at the Cooper Union on January 
28.*° But in Philadelphia, the Union meeting was called 

27. Letters to Robert J. Breckinridge from Charles Hodge, Prince- 
ton, N. J., Jan. 10 (estimate, 4/5); R. L. Allen, New York, Jan. 21 
(estimate, 3/4); William McDaniel, Canonsburg, Pa., Jan. 21; all in 
Breckinridge Papers in Library of Congress. 

28. For the New York City petitions, see Cong. Globe, p. 657; workers’ 
petition, ibid., p. 634; petitions from Massachusetts, ibid., p. 862. In 
presenting the Massachusetts petition, Crittenden stressed the fact that 
Boston, with 19,000 voters, had yielded 14,000 signatures. Scituate, with 
350 voters, of whom 195 had been Republicans, yielded 318. Ballardville, 
54 voters, 41 signatures; Wendell, 77 Republican voters, 107 signatures; 
Cohasset, 128 Republican voters, 142 signatures. The Globe contains 
numerous entries throughout the session showing the introduction of 
petitions in favor of compromise. Petitions in favor of the Crittenden 


proposals appear in profusion from Jan. 2 to Mar. 1, pp. 237-1300. 
29. See above, p. 122. 
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by Mayor Henry (a supporter of Lincoln) for December 
13, in Independence Square, after he had warned the 
owner of Concert Hall that a lecture by George William 
Curtis, abolitionist sympathizer, might cause a riot— 
a prospect which the mayor evidently viewed with 
equanimity, for he had publicly deplored his lack of power 
to prevent Curtis from speaking. Curtis’ speech was there- 
upon canceled, and the rally in Independence Square 
drew a huge audience. In Boston, also, the radicals fared 
ill. A meeting in memory of John Brown was broken up; 
Wendell Phillips was menaced by a mob of a thousand 
hostile Bostonians; and, in February, the mayor presided 
over a great Union meeting in Faneuil Hall.*° 

Editorial comment, too, might be cited to show the 
strength of the compromise movement,” but, perhaps, two 
other general observations will suffice. One comes from 
the pen of that zealous Republican and slavery exclusion- 
ist, Horace Greeley, who, some years after the crisis, 
expressed his belief that the advocates of the Crittenden 
Compromise had, “with good reason, claimed a large 
majority of the people in its favor,” and that, if it had 
been submitted to a popular vote, many Republicans 
“would have refrained from voting at all, while their 
adversaries would have brought every man to the polls in 
its support, and carried it by hundreds of thousands.” 
The other comment is that of James Ford Rhodes, who 


30. For Philadelphia, see Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 172-173; for 
Boston, see ibid., and also Pierce, Sumner, IV, 18. The latter shows that, 
at the Faneuil Hall meeting, Edward Everett, A. A. Lawrence, and 
Robert C. Winthrop accepted service on a committee to go to Wash- 
ington to work for the Crittenden Compromise. Letters to Crittenden 
from Everett, Dec. 23, and Lawrence, Jan. 12, appear in Crittenden 
MSS. 

31. “There can be no doubt that Crittenden’s plan of adjustment, if 
submitted to a direct vote of the people, would be adopted by such a 
vote as never was polled in this country.” Richmond Whig, Jan. 28, and 
a similar statement, Jan. 17, quoted by Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 263; 
the New York Herald, Dec. 9, 14, 15, 16, 21, Jan. 12, and other dates 
emphasized the extent of the popular demand for compromise. 

32. Horace Greeley, The American Conflict, etc. (Hartford, 1864-66), 
I, 380; Horace Greeley, Recollections of a Busy Life (New York, 1868), 
p. 397. 
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had no predisposition to underestimate Republican 
strength, but who nevertheless concluded that “no doubt 
can now exist, and but little could have existed in January 
1861, that if it [the Crittenden plan] had been submitted 
to the people, it would have carried the Northern States 
by a great majority [and] .. . that it would have 
obtained the vote of almost every man in the border 
States.3 If these conclusions are valid, as the preponder- 
ance of evidence indicates, it means that when Lincoln 
moved to defeat compromise, he did not move as the 
champion of democracy, but as a partisan leader. 


In order to achieve any compromise, two conditions are 
essential: one party must agree to offer concessions, and 
the other must agree to accept them. Therefore, unless the 
South wanted compromise and would have accepted it, 
it would be fallacious to regard Republican refusal to offer 
terms as equivalent to Republican defeat of compromise 
proposals. If the secessionists per se, with their hatred of 
the Union, and the Southern nationalists, with their 
dream of a separate Southern destiny, represented 
Southern sentiment, then compromise aspirations were at 
all times illusory. Thus, a final evaluation of the merit 
of Republican policy must rest upon a consideration of 
the temper of the Southern groups with whom the Repub- 
licans had to deal. 

Just as the abolitionists held a conspicuous place in 
the Northern political scene, so the “‘fire-eating”’ seces- 
sionists enjoyed great prominence in Dixie. In both cases, 
however, the extremism and melodramatic behavior of the 
spokesmen gained for their causes publicity quite incom- 
mensurate with the popular strength of their programs. 
Consequently, in an analysis of the temper of the South in 
the secession crisis, it is necessary to take account of the 
fire-eaters, without accepting literally their pretensions. 

Unfortunately for the cause of peace, the more rabid 
type of secessionist was fully represented in Congress. In 


83. Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 261. 
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the Senate, Alfred Iverson of Georgia, Louis T. Wigfall 
of Texas, James M. Mason of Virginia, and Thomas L. 
Clingman of North Carolina, displayed great fierceness 
toward the “Black Republicans.” In the House, there was 
an array of such men, of whom Thomas C. Hindman of 
Arkansas may be mentioned as typical because “it seemed 
as if he was perpetually anxious to have a duel.’** Men of 
this sort incessantly denied that any compromise could 
prevent secession,®® demanded the extension of slavery to 
all the territories,*® and expressed such arrogance and 
animosity as to chill every impulse of good will in the 
Republican ranks.** On two occasions, at least, they 
repelled friendly overtures with exceptional brusqueness: 
first, on the passage of the motion authorizing the Com- 
mittee of Thirty-three, when twelve of them refused to 
vote on the ground that no action by the House could 
avail, since secession was already determined ;** second, on 


34. Cox, Three Decades, p. 96. 

35. E.g., Iverson, declaring himself opposed to the appointment of 
the Committee of Thirteen, inquired, “I want to know of what value any 
concessions, any guarantees, or any pledges from the northern States 
will be to the South? None, as long as this vitiated public sentiment of 
anti-slavery exists., In Senate, Dec. 11, Cong. Globe, p. 50. Wigfall as- 
serted that nothing short of a resolution affirming the right of secession 
would induce the Gulf States to entertain compromise proposals. In 
Senate, ibid., p. 1373. 

36. Cong. Globe shows such demands in Senate, by Wigfall, Dec. 11 
(p. 57); resolutions of Jefferson Davis, Dec. 24 (p. 190); and speech of 
Toombs, Jan. 7 (p. 268). 

37. Iverson declared in the Senate, Dec. 5, “There is an enmity be- 
tween the northern and southern people that is deep and enduring, and 
you never can eradicate it—never! . . . I believe that the northern people 
hate the South worse than ever the English people hated France; and I 
can tell my brethren over there that there is no love lost on the part of 
the South.” Jbid., p. 12. Wigfall deliberately baited the Northern 
senators with such provocations as the statement, “The Star of the West 
swaggered into Charleston harbor, received a blow planted full in the 
face, and staggered out. Your flag has been insulted; redress it, if you 
dare. You have submitted to it for two months, and you will submit to 
it forever.” In Senate, Mar. 2, ibid., p. 1373. 

Also note the rude rejection by Iverson and Mason of friendly over- 
tures by Hale, Dec. 10, and Cameron, Jan. 21. Ibid., pp. 34, 494-495. 

38. In House, Dec. 4, ibid., p. 7. On that occasion, Singleton of 
Miss. said, “I was not sent here for the purpose of making any com- 
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the day after the Committee of Thirty-three voted to cffer 
“any reasonable, proper, and constitutional remedies, and 
additional and more specific and effectual guarantees,” 
when thirty Southern senators and representatives re- 
jected this appeasement in a manifesto to their constitu- 
ents declaring that “The argument is exhausted. All hope 
of relief in the Union through the agencies of committees, 
Congressional legislation, or constitutional amendments 
is extinguished, and we trust the South will not be 
deceived by appearances or the pretense of new guaran- 
tees.’’4? 

The Republicans, in response to this treatment, either 
felt or pretended to feel that it was vain for them to offer 
concessions. When Seward, after long delay, at last spoke 
of the possibility of coercion, he explained that he did so 
only because “I have learned . . . that neither any sug- 
gestion that has been made yet . . . nor any that that 
convention [the Washington Peace Convention] can make 

. or any other that has yet been projected, will be 
satisfactory to [the] . . . interest of secession or dis- 
union.” In a similar vein, he wrote to his family that there 
was much “Vaporing by Southern Senators. Setting forth 
the grievances of their section and requiring Northern 
Senators to answer, excuse, and offer terms, which they 
are told, in the same breath, will not be accepted.” To 


promise, or to patch up existing difficulties.’ Hawkins of Fla. said, “I 
am opposed, and I believe my state is opposed, to all and every com- 
promise.” Clopton of Ala. said, “Believing that ... the only remedy 
for present evils is secession, I will not hold out any delusive hone, or 
sanction any temporizing policy.” Miles of S. C. said, “The South Caro- 
lina delegation have not voted on this question because they conceive 
they have no interest in it. We consider our state as already withdrawn 
from the Confederacy in everything except in form.” Pugh of Ala. said, 
“As my State of Alabama intends following South Carolina out of the 
Union, . . . I pay no attention to any action taken in this body.” 

39. See above, p. 97. 

40. Text of manifesto in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, I1, 436. The sign- 
ers were Senators Iverson of Ga., Davis and Brown of Miss., Slidell and 
Benjamin of La., and Wigfall and Hemphill of Texas, and 23 represent- 
atives; Ge., 5; Ala., 5; S.C. 4; Miss., 8; N. C., 2; and Tex., La., Fla., 
and Ark., 1 each. 
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Lincoln he wrote, “I think that they [the Gulf States] 
could not be arrested, even if we should offer . . . the 
restoration of the Missouri Compromise line. But persons 
acting for those States, intimate that they might be so 
arrested, because they think that the Republicans are 
not going to concede the restoration of that line.”*! This 
consideration was also recognized outside of the Republi- 
can camp, for the New York Herald observed: “Of all 
the obstructions which stand in the way of a Union saving 
compromise, the most embarrassing to Northern conserva- 
tive men is the belief that so overwhelmingly strong, 
impetuous, and irresistible is the cause of disunion in the 
Southern states that it cannot be now arrested by any 
peace offerings whatsoever. The impression has become 
almost universal in the North that all parties and all 
classes of our Southern brethren have been drawn into 
and are borne along by this resistless current of revolution 
so that none of them are disposed any longer to believe 
in or listen to any terms of reconciliation.’”*” 

Without denying the evident fact that the animosity of 
the fire-eaters repelled conciliatory expressions from the 
Republican ranks, it is important to avoid assuming the 
ostensible corollary that the Republican refusal to offer 
terms was motivated primarily by a conviction that such 
terms would be rejected because of a Southern preference 
for secession per se. Far from overestimating the separa- 
tionist tendencies of the South, the Republicans actually 
underestimated them, and were constantly expecting a 
Unionist element to assert itself and gain the ascendancy.** 
With such an emphatic belief that Unionism in the South 
needed only to be encouraged, they could not have sin- 
cerely believed that conciliatory offers would evoke no 
response among Southerners. 

41. Seward, speech in Senate, Jan, 31, in Cong. Globe, p. 680; letters 
to his wife, Dec. 11, and to Lincoln, Dec. 26, in Seward, Seward, II, 481, 
485. Henry Adams, “Secession Winter,” in Mass. Hist. Soc., Proc., 
XLIII, 667, expresses the same idea. 


42. New York Herald, Jan. 16. 
43, See below, ch. IX, 
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Moreover, if they had felt certain that the South would 
reject all peace offers, it would have been to their tactical 
and moral advantage to make an offer and force the 
South to accept the responsibility for defeating it.** But 
they preferred not to jeopardize their hypothesis of 
Southern intransigence by attempting to demonstrate it, 
and no feasible plan of adjustment was ever tendered. 

Rather than admit, however, that they had been instru- 
mental in denying the South an opportunity to accept 
compromise terms, Republican apologists sought to fix 
upon Southerners the responsibility for rejecting them, 
and in leu of a genuine rejection they made much of the 
fact that Toombs and Davis voted against the Crittenden 
Compromise in the Committee of Thirteen,*® and that six 
Southern senators—Benjamin and Slidell of Louisiana, 
Hemphill and Wigfall of Texas, Iverson of Georgia, and 
Johnson of Arkansas—refrained from voting when two 
of their votes would have brought the Crittenden resolu- 
tions before the Senate.*® 


44, Gov. Thomas H. Hicks of Md. wrote to Crittenden, Jan. 25, “Why 
do the Northern members say ‘we will do certain things if you of the 
South will be satisfied with it’. Why will not the fools, do them, if they 
think it right, and put such fool hardy Southern members at fault... .” 
Crittenden MSS. 

45. John Minor Botts in 1866 (The Great Rebellion, p. 189) asserted 
that Davis and Toombs defeated the Crittenden Compromise. For an 
example of the continued currency of this error in 1941, see Henrietta 
Buchmaster, Let My People Go, The Story of the Underground Rail- 
road and the Growth of the Abolition Movement (New York, 1941). 

46. On a motion in Senate, Jan. 16, to take up the Crittenden resolu- 
tions, resolutions of Senator Clark were adopted as a substitute by a 
vote of 25 to 23, with the six Democrats not voting. Cong. Globe, p. 409. 
Had the Clark resolutions been defeated, the Crittenden resolutions 
would have come before the Senate. 

The effort to fix blame for this action upon Southern senators began, 
Jan. 17, when Crittenden telegraphed to Unionist friends in North 
Carolina, “the vote against my resolutions will be reconsidered. Their 
failure was the result of the refusal of six Southern Senators to vote. 
There is yet good hope of success.” Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 227. 
Stephen A. Douglas condemned the nonvoting senators, in Senate, Jan. 
31. Cong. Globe, p. 661. Andrew Johnson emphasized their responsibility 


in a Senate speech, Jan, 31, 1862, Cong. Globe, 37th cong., 2nd sess. 
p. 587, 
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In two respects, validity is lacking in this contention 
that Southern senators deliberately caused the defeat of 
compromise. First, some of the senators in question were 
actuated not by hostility to Crittenden’s plan but by a 
suspicion that the hope of compromise, destined never to 
be fulfilled, was being used deliberately to divide the South 
and to delay secession past the opportune moment— 
perhaps until coercive measures could be prepared. Later 
events were to show that this suspicion was not entirely 
baseless.*7 In the case of the Committee of Thirteen, it 
is evident that Toombs and Davis voted as they did 
primarily because they did not wish to deceive the South 
and to delay Southern action by arousing false hopes of 
compromise. Accordingly, they gave notice in the com- 
mittee that they would oppose any measure which the 
Republicans should oppose.*® This action was not neces- 
sary under the rule requiring a majority of each faction 
in favor of any measure, before it could be reported to 
the Senate.**? But the testimony of Vice President Breckin- 
ridge, of Senators Crittenden and Douglas, and even of 
Toombs himself, establishes the fact that Davis and 
Toombs would have voted for the Crittenden resolutions if 
the Republican senators had done so.*° Toombs is credited 


47. See below, pp. 295-297. 

48. Ulrich B. Phillips, The Life of Robert Toombs (New York, 1913), 
p. 207. 

49. Toombs and Davis evidently wished to fix the blame for the defeat 
of the compromise upon the Republicans. Yet they voted against it when 
Republican votes alone would have defeated it, under the rule. Why? 

No evidence furnishes even a tentative solution of this problem. Per- 
haps the most likely surmise is that of U. B. Phillips, in ibid., p. 207, 
that the rule, although listed in the journal as the first business of the 
committee, was not adopted until after the first vote on the Crittenden 
resolutions, and that the votes of Davis and Toombs were therefore cast, 
in accordance with their notice, to prevent the adoption of the resolution 
over a united Republican opposition. One might also surmise that the 
two cotton-states senators did not wish to cast votes abandoning their 
claim that all territories should be open to slavery, unless Kepublicans 
abandoned the contrary claim that none should. Or perhaps they were 
avoiding the humiliation of asking for a settlement which was sure to 
be refused. 

50. Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 154-155, presents copious evidence to 
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with the remark, in committee, that he personally did not 
regard the compromise as acceptable, but that his state 
would accept it, and he would go with his state.°* 

In the case of the six senators who withheld their votes, 
their purposes were probably less uniform than those of 
Toombs and Davis, but some of them seem to have been 
motivated primarily by a belief that the Republicans 
would never permit the fulfillment of compromise plans, 
and that the illusion of compromise was deliberately used 
to inhibit Southern action. All of them were influenced in 
some measure by the fact that, on the same motion, the 
Republicans voted unanimously to prevent the Crittenden 
resolutions from coming to the Senate floor.” 


prove this point. The ten sources which he cites are corroborated by a 
speech of John C. Breckinridge, in Senate, July 16, 1861: “I happened 
personally to know .. . that the leading statesmen of the lower southern 
States were willing to accept the terms of settlement which were pro- 
posed by the venerable Senator from Kentucky, my predecessor [Crit- 
tenden].” Cong. Globe, 37th Cong., Ist sess., p. 142. 

51. Crittenden told S. S. Cox of this remark. Cox, Three Decades, 
p. 77. 

52. Two of the Southern senators, Johnson of Arkansas and Wigfall 
of Texas, stated these motives on the Senate floor, Jan. 31. Cong. Globe, 
pp. 661, 665-667. 

The statement of Wigfall, while not entirely candid on the part of 
an ardent secessionist, was very forceful: “They [the Republicans] hap- 
pen temporarily to be in a minority ... but... they represent the 
majority party. Without their assent, without their cordial aid and co- 
operation, we know that the Constitution cannot be amended; that no 
compromise can be made. What, then, was the use of our stultifying 
ourselves? What was the use of our sitting here, and voting down reso- 
lutions which expressed the opinion of the dominant party of the coun- 
try, in order that the Senator from Illinois [Douglas] might write let- 
ters, or telegraph to different States, that the Union was about to be 
saved; ... I did not intend to make myself a party to the fraud; and 
therefore, ... I, for one, forebore to vote... 

“Under these circumstances, I chose to vote against reconsidering the 
vote on Mr. Clark’s resolution; because the entire Republican party had 
voted against reconsidering; because the Republican who had moved a 
reconsideration [Cameron] himself voted against it; because I saw not 
the slightest evidence of relenting; because I had heard from that side 
nothing which looked to compromise or concession, or a recognition of 
our rights. .. . And then, because I do not choose to make a ninny of 
myself, because I do not choose to stultify myself, and vote for resolu- 
tions that mean nothing, in order that Senators may telegraph over the 


PARTISAN LEADERS 207 


Regardless of the objects of these Southern senators, 
however, the argument which would fix upon them the 
responsibility for the congressional defeat of compromise 
is fallacious in a second respect: from a quantitative stand- 
point, it is evident that the adverse votes of Davis and 
Toombs had no decisive effect, while those of the five 
Republicans defeated the Crittenden plan in committee. 
It is equally evident that the hostile votes of twenty-five 
Republicans were far more decisive than the abstention of 
six Democrats, in denying the same resolutions a hearing 
before the Senate. Granted the provocation offered, and 
the rancor generated, by the fire-eaters, it still does not 
appear that they prevented Congress from offering com- 
promise. 

It is one of the misfortunes of the literature of vindica- 
tion, by both Northern and Southern apologists, that it 
has overemphasized these tactical maneuvers in Congress. 
Far more significant than all the disputed by-play of 
congressional manipulation is the undisputed fact that no 
compromise was tendered by one section, or requested by 
the other. This was true, in one case, because the leaders 
who might have made such a tender preferred to adhere 
to the Chicago Platform; and, in the other case, because 
the leaders who might have made such a request preferred 
to invoke secession. Yet in neither instance is there any 
convincing evidence that the policies adopted were the 
policies desired by the ordinary men and women who had 
to bear the consequences. The Unionists of the country— 
even the unconditional Unionists—were not preponder- 
antly in favor of the Chicago Platform. Similarly, the 
Southerners, who almost unanimously upheld what they 
believed to be their sectional rights, were not preponder- 
antly in favor of secession. The fire-eaters, occupying a 
strategic political position, forced it upon them, just as 
Lincoln and his faction, in their strategic position, over- 
country that all is peace and quiet—because I do not choose to do that, 


or to be led by the nose as tenderly as asses are, I am charged with a 
conspiracy with the Black Republicans . . . to prevent any compromise.” 
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rode the conciliationists of the North. It was this policy 
of the fire-eaters toward the lower South, and not their 
hectoring of the Republicans in Congress, which gave them 
such fateful importance in the failure of peace. 

At no time during the winter of 1860—1861 was seces- 
sion desired by a majority of the people of the slave states. 
In proof of this, it is only necessary to cite the miserable 
failure, until after the war began, of the secession program 
in Arkansas, Missouri, Kentucky, Tennessee, Maryland, 
Delaware, Virginia, and North Carolina.** Furthermore, 
secession was not basically desired even by a majority in 
the lower South, and the secessionists succeeded less 
because of the intrinsic popularity of their program than 
because of the extreme skill with which they utilized an 
emergency psychology, the promptness with which they 
invoked unilateral action by individual states, and the 
firmness with which they refused to submit the question 
of secession to popular referenda. 

In the earliest stage of the secession activity, shortly 
after Lincoln’s election, an ardent South Carolina separa- 
tionist frankly conceded that public opinion did not 
support disunion. “I do not believe that the common 
people understand it,” he wrote, “in fact I know that they 
do not understand it; but whoever waited for the common 
people when a great move was to be made. We must make 
the move and force them to follow.”’* 

Although few other secession leaders were equally 
candid, this statement seems to have expressed an attitude 
which was typical of many of them. Instead of encourag- 
ing any true deliberation, the secessionists dramatically 
urged haste, with such emotional appeals as that of Judge 
Charles Gayarré: “The fourth of March is rushing upon 
the citizens like a fiery steed; and deliberation must now 
give way to action when Barbarians are at the foot of the 


53. See below, pp. 312-313. 

54. A. P. Aldrich to James H. Hammond, Nov. 25, quoted from Ham- 
mond MSS. by Lillian A. Kibler, “Unionist Sentiment in South Caro- 
lina in 1860,” in Journal of Southern History, 1V (1938), 358. 
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capitol.” Clearly, they wished to make the most of the 
excitement and apprehension which Lincoln’s election had 
aroused, to induce action under the stimulus of such 
excitement, and, once such action had been taken, to 
prevent its submission to the test of public approval. 

Of the seven states of the original Confederacy, only 
one, and it the last—Texas—submitted its ordinance of 
secession to popular ratification. In each of the others, 
except South Carolina, moderate delegates in the conven- 
tions argued that so drastic a measure as secession, or, 
later, adherence to the Confederate Constitution, ought 
to be sanctioned by direct popular endorsement, and in 
each such case their proposals for a referendum were 
defeated in convention.*® James L. Petigru had already 
foreseen that the secessionists were afraid “to trust the 
second thought of even their own people,’ and many 
other Southerners condemned this precipitate policy. The 
Alexandria (La.) Constitutional flatly charged that the 
secessionists “will not submit the constitution to the peo- 
ple, because there are sufficient co-operationists to vote it 
down.”® A delegate, from one of the up-river parishes, in 
the Louisiana convention, solemnly protested that, ‘‘Con- 
vened without authority from the people of the State, and 
refusing to submit its action to them for their sanction in 
the grave and vital act of changing their government, this 
Convention violates the great fundamental principle of 
American government, that the will of the people is 
supreme.””® The New Orleans Picayune expressed an even 

55. Quoted in Willie Malvin Caskey, Secession and Restoration of 
Louisiana (University, La., 1938), p. 22. 

56. The various motions to submit secession to popular referendum 


appear in the published journals of the conventions of the respective 
states. 

57. Petigru to Mrs. Jane Petigru North, Noy. 13, 1860, quoted by 
Kibler, “Unionist Sentiment in S. C.,” in Jour. Southern Hist., VI, 362. 

58. Alexandria Constitutional, Mar. 30, quoted by Caskey, Secession 
and Restoration of La., p. 242, note 46. Also see p, 244, note 67. 

59. Statement of James G. Taliaferro, delegate of Catahoula parish, 
first published in New Orleans Crescent, Jan. 31, and reprinted by Roger 
Wallace Shugg, ed., “A Suppressed Co-operationist Protest Against 
Secession,” in Louisiana Historical Quarterly, XIX (1936), 199-203. 
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more sweeping criticism: “We charge that the Alabama, 
Georgia, and Louisiana Conventions by usurping the 
rights of the people to decide on the merits of the Con- 
stitution framed for their government ... gave new 
and startling evidence of their distrust of the people, and 
thus furnished strong testimony . . . that the South was 
divided, and that the movement in which we are now 
engaged, has not the sanction of the great body of the 
people.’ Most pointed of all criticisms, however, was 
that of the New York Express, which shrewdly pointed 
out the analogy between the Northern slavery exclusion- 
ists who refused to submit territorial compromise to a 
popular referendum,® and the Southern separationists 
who refused to submit the ordinances of secession to 
popular ratification.” 

If the secession cause lacked substantial popular 
support within the individual states, even more did it 
lack strength in the South as a whole. Consequently, 
secessionists were obliged to achieve their purpose through 
the piecemeal acts of the individual states rather than 
through the action of the South in unison. This disunion 
activity, which its protagonists publicized, and which 
historians have accepted, as a “Southern movement,” was 


60. New Orleans Daily Picayune, Mar. 29, quoted by Caskey, Seces- 
sion and Restoration of La., p. 38. 

Northern papers in general, and the New York Tribune in particular, 
repeatedly asserted that the secessionists were afraid, because of their 
weakness, to submit secession to a popular vote. On Feb. 1, James S. 
Pike wrote in the Tribune, “They [the secessionists] are even weak now 
at home, as the refusal in several of the seceding States to submit the 
Secession ordinances to the people, and the light vote for the Secession 
Conventions, plainly show.” On April 11, the Tribune remarked upon 
the statement of a certain fusionist that it was a mistake to suppose 
that a strong Union sentiment existed in the South. “A mistake is it?” 
said the Tribune. “Then why don’t the rebels submit their Confederate 
Constitution to a vote of their own people?” 

61. After Senator Crittenden failed to gain congressional support, he 
sought to appeal to public opinion. To this end, he introduced, on Jan. 8, 
a resolution declaring that his resolutions of territorial compromise 
ought to be submitted to popular referendum. Cong. Globe, p. 237. 
Thereafter, the compromisers in Congress made this resolution their 
chief issue. 

62. New York Express, quoted by New York Tribune, Mar. 22. 
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not, in the sense of volition, a “Southern” movement at 
all, and no one knew this better than the secessionists them- 
selves. Because of this knowledge, they renounced at the 
outset any “co-operationist” effort to coordinate the 
action of the several states through a convention in which 
all Southern states would be represented. Because of this 
knowledge, also, they resorted to unilateral action, in 
order that the secessionist act of one state might influence 
the decision and force the hand of neighbor states. In 
this unilateral action, they possessed the great strategic 
advantage of being able to change the issue from one of 
the desirability of secession, on which the South was hope- 
lessly divided, to one of the right of secession, on which 
the South was approximately united. The states of the 
upper South did not want the issue to take this form, for 
they believed in the doctrine and deplored its exercise, but 
they were helpless in the hands of the precipitationists. 
When war came, four states which had refused to invoke 
secession on their own account, felt themselves compelled 
to invoke it in support of seceded states. 

The four years of conflict which ensued caused most 
Southerners to forget how sharply they had been divided, 
but, for a time, the men of the upper South knew that 
their hand was being forced, and they resented it. In Janu- 
ary, Governor Letcher of Virginia protested publicly, in 
his message to the legislature, against the efforts of South 
Carolina and others to draw the Border into secession.” 
The same protest appeared more freely in the press, where 

63. “Commercial relations will force Georgia out [of the Union], for 


she cannot afford to have a string of customs houses on her Alabama, 
Florida, South Carolina, and perhaps Tennessee frontiers.” Augusta 
[Ga.] Daily Constitutionalist, Dec. 30, quoted by Dumond, ed., Southern 
Editorials on Secession, p. 380. 

In the “Declaration of the Causes which impel the State of Texas to 
secede from the Federal Union,” appears the statement: “By the seces- 
sion of six of the slaveholding States, and the certainty that others will 
speedily do likewise, Texas has no alternative but to remain in an iso- 
lated connection with the North, or unite her destinies with the South.” 
Journal of the Secession Convention of Texas, 1861 (Austin, 1861), pp. 
61-66. 

64. Bancroft, Seward, II, 11, citing Richmond Enquirer, Jan, 8. Shanks, 
Secession in Virginia, p. 143. 
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the Raleigh North Carolina Standard warned that “if 
any one State shall secede, with the expectation of drawing 
other States after her . . . the states thus forced out . . . 
will dislike her and watch her as an evil star in the new 
constellation.”®> Later in the course of the crisis, the 
Charlottesville (Va.) Review declared, “we entertain to- 
ward South Carolina the most bitter resentment. We feel 
that she has not only precipitately thrown down the bul- 
warks of the Union, and inaugurated on her own respon- 
sibility revolution and anarchy; but she has done so with 
the full knowledge—aye, the intention—to hold Virginia 
and the border States between her and the Storm, and to 
carry out her caprices while relying on them.”®° 

This foreboding of the Border moderates that the iower 
South would precipitate a conflict in order to force them 
to take sides, was, in a measure, justified. Some of the ar- 
dent secessionists did deliberately seek to create a situation 
—even one of hostilities—which would compel the Border 
to abandon its position of peaceful Unionism. It was in 
the avowed pursuance of this purpose that Governor 
Pickens of South Carolina proposed, on February 12, to 
begin military operations against Fort Sumter. “He did 
not desire,” according to his own statement, “that the bor- 
der states should patch up a . . . disgraceful Union with 
the North, and he thought that perhaps the immediate 


65. Raleigh North Carolina Standard, Dec. 1, in Dumond, ed., South- 
ern Editorials on Secession, p. 286. 

66. Charlottesville Review, Jan. 4, in Dumond, ed., Southern Edi- 
torials on Secession, p. 389. Dumond also reprints editorials from the 
New Orleans Daily Picayune, Dec. 8, discussing the “New Lines of 
Sectionalism” between upper and lower South (p. 309); the Louisville 
[Ky.] Daily Courier, Dec. 20, remarking upon the complaint voiced in 
the Border states against the precipitancy of South Carolina (p. 357); 
the New Orleans Bee, Dec. 28, on the same subject (p. 375); and the 
Wilmington [N. C.] Daily Herald, Nov. 9, putting a question as to the 
people of North Carolina: “Will they submit, to be dragged into revolu- 
tion and anarchy, and all to please the State of South Carolina, who, by 
her insufferable arrogance ... has been a constant source of annoy- 
ance ... to the whole country. ... We say unhesitatingly, that there 
are no two adjoining States in the Union, whose people have so little 
community of feeling as North and South Carolina” (pp. 227-228). 
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possession of the Fort might be necessary to open a gulf 
between the border states and the North so deep that it 
could never be closed, and perhaps it would be politic to do 
this, even at the expense of bloodshed.”’®" Roger A. Pryor 
proposed the same dire policy more succinctly when he 
declaimed to a Charleston audience, “J will tell you, gentle- 
men, what will put her [Virginia] in the Southern Con- 
federation in less than an hour by Shrewsbury clock— 
STRIKE A BLOW! The very moment that blood is shed, 
old Virginia will make common cause with her sisters of the 
South.’’®s 

By an unhesitating use of their strategic advantages— 
that is, by making the decision of hastily elected conven- 
tions final on the question of secession, and by exercising 
an unmerciful leverage upon the state-rights Unionists of 
the Border states—the fire-eaters ultimately carried their 
program to completion. Even in these circumstances, how- 
ever, the opposition which they encountered was stubborn 
and the margin of their success was far more narrow than 
the later solidarity of the Confederacy indicated. In every 
one of the Gulf states, except South Carolina, secession 
was accomplished only after a sharp contest, and even in 
the Palmetto State, Unionist elements were far stronger 
than they appeared to be.*® Without examining these state 
contests in detail, it will suffice to note certain basic facts. 
First, in the election of delegates to the conventions, the 
moderates fought hard against immediate secessionists, 


67. Letter of Pickens to Toombs, Feb. 12, in Samuel W. Crawford, 
The Genesis of the Civil War. The Story of Sumter (New York, 1887), 
p. 270. The quotation is not of Pickens’ direct words, but of Crawford’s 


paraphrase. 
68. Speech of Apr. 10, quoted from Charleston Mercury, in Edward 
McPherson, The Political History of the United States ... during the 


Great Rebellion, etc. (Washington, 1865), p. 112. McPherson also cites 
a statement by Jeremiah Clemens of Ala., that secessionists in that state 
had demanded military action because “unless you sprinkle blood in the 
face of the people of Alabama they will be back in the old Union in less 
than ten days.” 

69. Lillian A. Kibler, “Unionist Sentiment in S. C.,” in Jour, Southern 
Hist., 1V, 346-366, provides a very able discussion. 
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For the most part, the election returns for these contests 
are not available, or do not lend themselves to exact inter- 
pretation. But in cases where tentative analyses are pos- 
sible, the opposition to immediate secession consistently 
appears substantial. After the elections in South Carolina 
and Florida, Mississippi elected her secession convention 
on December 20. In a total of 41,000 votes cast, nearly 
12,000 are not subject to analysis. Of the remainder, 
16,874 were cast in favor of immediate secessionists and 
12,218 against them. Four days later, in the Alabama elec- 
tion, the opponents of immediate secession cast a vote esti- 
mated at 28,181, but 35,693 ballots were against them. 
Georgia went to the polls on January 2, and registered 
a decision in favor of immediate secession by a vote of 
50,243 to 37,123. Five days in the wake of Georgia, 
Louisiana indicated a similar preference, on the same 
question, by a vote of 20,448 to 17,296. If these figures 
err seriously, it is apparently on the side of the separation- 
ists. But, even accepting them at face value, they show 
the strength of the moderates and the weakness of the 
secessionists in two striking aspects: first, in each one of 
the states in question, the foes of immediate secession are 
credited with at least 42 per cent of the determinable 
vote;"’ second, in not one case did the precipitationists 
secure a vote large enough to have constituted a majority 
of the vote cast by the state in the presidential election 
of a few weeks earlier.” 


70. Rainwater, Mississippi, 1856-1861, p. 200; Denman, Secession in 
Alabama, p. 116; I. W. Avery, History of the State of Georgia from 
1850 to 1881 (New York, 1881), p. 149; Caskey, Secession and Restora- 
tion in La., p. 37. 

71. The percentage vote against immediate secession is: Miss., 41.9; 
Ala., 44.2; Ga., 42.4; La., 45.8. 

72. In the two columns below, are the total vote cast in the presidential 
election (as shown in Stanwood, History of the Presidency, 1788-1897, 
p- 297), and the vote for immediate secessionists. 


Mississippi 69,120 16,874, plus part of 12,000 
indeterminate 

Alabama 90,357 35,693 

Georgia 106,365 50,243 


Louisiana 50,690 20,448 
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Apart from the popular election of the conventions, the 
strength of the moderates was again manifested within the 
conventions themselves. At first glance, the extent of their 
force is not evident, for they did not show their full 
strength on the adoption of the ordinances of secession. 
Because of a desire to present a united front in the crisis, 
they avoided making an issue of these final acts. But on 
proposals to delay, or to make their action contingent on 
something else, they deployed their entire force, which, 
except in Mississippi, was strong. There the conservatives 
lost, by a vote of 70 to 29, their motion to submit secession 
to a popular ratification.”* But in Florida, 30 delegates 
voted to await the action of Georgia and Alabama, and 
only 39 opposed."* In Alabama, 45 delegates recommended 
a convention of Southern states at Nashville, voted to await 
the action of such a convention, and proposed a basis for 
settlement of sectional issues within the Union. This policy 
met the opposition of 54 delegates, and was defeated.” 
In Georgia, the conservatives were prevented from secur- 
ing a direct vote on their resolution naming terms on which 
Georgia would remain in the Union, but the parliamentary 
skirmishing showed that their minority was only 130 to 
166."° Thus the secessionists were in the ascendancy by a 
margin of only 9 delegates out of 69 in Florida, of only 
9 out of 99 in Alabama, and of only 36 out of 296 in 
Georgia. A reversal of 5 votes in Florida, 5 in Alabama, 
and 19 in Georgia would have gone far to arrest the whole 
secession movement.” 


73. Rainwater, Mississippi, 1856-1861, p. 211. 

74. Dorothy Dodd, “The Secession Movement in Florida, 1851-1861,” 
in Florida Historical Quarterly, XII (1933), 61. 

75. Dumond, Secession Movement, p. 203. 

76. Ulrich B. Phillips, Georgia and State Rights, in American Histori- 
cal Association, 4nnual Report, 1901, II, 203. 

77. This opposition to immediate secession was not openly Unionist, 
except in a very few cases, but was usually designated as “co-opera- 
tionist.” Much confusion of interpretation results from the fact that 
some historians treat “co-operation” as a mere modification of seces- 
sionism, while others treat it as if it were equivalent to Unionism (e.g., 
see Caskey, Secession and Restoration of La., p. 243, note 57). The New 
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In each of these sharp contests, the secessionists had one 
great advantage: they could assert, without contradiction, 
that there remained no hope of receiving guarantees from 
the Republicans, Thirty of their congressmen had told 
them so in a manifesto on December 14;78 Robert Toombs 
had warned that “all further looking to the North for 
security . . . ought to be instantly abandoned” ;” twelve 
of their senators, on January 5, had advised them that, 
‘in our opinion each of the Southern States should, as soon 
as may be, secede from the Union” ;*° news had come that 
the Committee of Thirteen reported itself unable to reach 
an agreement;®! Southern congressmen had withdrawn 
from the Committee of Thirty-three;*? and no action of 


Orleans Crescent, Jan. 5, (quoted in ibid., p. 239, note 19), said, “Here 
in New Orleans nobody knows exactly what cooperation means. With 
some it means delay, with some conference with other states, with some 
it means submission.” Walker Brooke, delegate in the Mississippi con~ 
vention, spoke of himself as a “cooperationist—which means, as I 
understand it, one who was in favor of united Southern action for the 
purpose of demanding further guarantees from the North, or failing 
in that, the formation of a Southern Confederacy. . .. Previous co- 
operation, or cooperation before secession, was the first object of my 
desire. Failing in this I am willing to take the next best, subsequent 
cooperation or cooperation after secession.” Quoted by Dumond, Seces- 
sion Movement, pp. 200-201, from Weekly Mississippian, Jan. 16. Co- 
operation certainly did not mean unconditional Unionism, for that was 
negligible in the lower South, but it did mean, in effect, consistent op- 
position to the secession program as executed. 

78. See above, p. $8. 

79. Telegram of Toombs to “Fellow-citizens of Georgia,’ Dec. 22, in 
Phillips, Toombs, p. 209. 

80. Resolutions adopted by a caucus of Southern senators, Jan. 5, 
in The War of the Rebellion, 4 Compilation of the Official Records of 
the Union and Confederate Armies (Washington, 1880-1901), Series I, 
Vol. I, pp. 443-444 (cited hereafter as Official Records). The senators 
who sponsored this resolution were Davis and Brown of Miss., Hemphill 
and Wigfall of Tex., Benjamin and Slidell of La., Yulee and Mallory 
of Fla., Iverson and Toombs of Ga., Johnson of Ark., and Clay of Ala. 

81. Report of Sen. Powell, chairman of committee, in Senate, Dec. 31, 
in Cong. Globe, p. 211. 

82. The Committee of Thirty-three first met on Dec. 11. Hawkins 
of Fla. did not attend at all. Boyce of S. C. attended only on Dee. 12. 
Reuben Davis of Miss. quit the committee permanently on Dec. 19. In 
addition to these three “secessionists” from the committee, others ab- 
sented themselves beginning on Dec. 28 (Love of Ga.), 29 (Rust of 
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the Republicans served to counteract these developments. 

In these circumstances, without a shred of evidence that 
the North would extend guarantees, the Southern con- 
servatives in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida narrowly 
missed committing their states to a policy of negotiating 
for such guarantees. If they had succeeded, there would 
have been no secession in Louisiana and Texas. 


In a period of nine days between January 9 and 18, the 
four states of Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, and Georgia 
adopted ordinances of secession. In each of these states, a 
group of conservatives fought against disunion vigorously, 
and, in three states, almost successfully. They waged these 
contests under a fatal handicap: they could show no offer 
of compromise, nor even a gesture of good will from the 
party which was about to take control of the Federal gov- 
ernment. When the secessionists said “The argument is 
exhausted. All hope of relief in the Union . . . is extin- 
guished,” or “All further looking to the North for security 
for your Constitutional rights in the Union ought to be 
instantly abandoned,” the conservatives had no effective 
reply, and without it, pleaded the cause of Union in vain. 
Had they been armed with a reply, they could scarcely 
have failed to gain the narrow margin of strength which 
would have enabled them to uphold the Union. 

It was the tragedy of the Southern state-rights Union- 
ists—perhaps the basic tragedy of the war—that they 
were not supported by adequate assurances of the good 
will and the equitable purpose of the national Unionists 
of the North. Intrinsically valueless as territorial conces- 
sion would have been,* it would have served as a symbol 
Ark.), and 31 (Winslow of N. C., Taylor of La., and Houston of Ala.). 
These returned for the fina] sessions, presumably for the purpose of 
submitting minority reports. Journal of Committee of 33, passim. 

This disproves the statement of Reuben Davis, in his Recollections, 
pp. 399-401, that the Southern members withdrew collectively on Dec. 16. 
83. For an able discussion of the physical obstacles to the expansion 
of slavery, see Charles W. Ramsdell, “The Natural Limits of Slave 


Extension,” in Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XVI (1929), 
151-171. 
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of Northern recognition of Southern parity in the Union 
and would have strengthened Southern Unionists im- 
measurably. Preponderantly, citizens of the North were 
willing to make such a concession for such a purpose, but 
Republican partisan leadership prevented this gesture. 
Preponderantly, citizens of the South were willing to ac- 
cept, and even to request, such a concession, but secession- 
ist partisan leadership, with its reliance upon public 
excitement rather than public judgment, and with its 
unscrupulous compulsion of the Border states, prevented 
this. Abandoned by their potential Northern allies, South- 
ern Unionists waged their contest in vain against the fire- 
eaters, and partisan leadership triumphed over the popular 
will. 


CHAPTER IX 


THE ALTERNATIVE OF VOLUNTARY 
RECONSTRUCTION 


S Lincoln confronted the future in the winter of 
1860-1861, he had to choose whether he would 
attempt to hold the Union together with or with- 

out compromise. Because compromise had connotations of 
peace, and the failure of compromise had connotations, in- 
creasingly, of war, it is an easy fallacy to translate the 
problem into a choice between the evident alternatives of 
peace or war. Yet the fact is that acceptance of the Crit- 
tenden Compromise did not signify, in Lincoln’s mind, 
future tranquillity, and rejection of it did not signify a 
resort to arms. 

As viewed from the twentieth century, the Crittenden 
Compromise inevitably suggests a nominal slavery status 
for a fixed area—the territorial region between the line 
36° 30’ on the north and the Mexican border on the south. 
In such a concept, there is an implication of permanence, 
for the boundary of the Republic has not been altered since 
1853, and expansion into contiguous territory has not 
been a political issue for three-quarters of a century. But 
to Lincoln in 1860, the Crittenden proposal suggested a 
line of demarcation for slavery on the north, and a movable 
Mexican border as a temporary barrier on the south. As 
he visualized it, there was no implication of permanence, 
for the boundary had been altered twice in the preceding 
twelve years, and a constant agitation for further expan- 
sion indicated the determination of ambitious Southerners 
to enlarge the slavery region. 

This slavery-expansion program commanded the atten- 
tion of everyone interested in public affairs, for it had 
been the most prominent feature of the foreign policy of 
the Pierce and Buchanan administrations, and it had also 
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manifested itself in a series of spectacular filibustering 
expeditions which enjoyed great popularity in the South. 
The movement was directed against Cuba and against 
northern Mexico, because it was believed that slave states 
could readily be created in these regions. 

In its diplomatic aspect, the attempt to acquire lands 
to the south entered an active phase during the presidency 
of Franklin Pierce. He concerned himself primarily with 
the annexation of Cuba, and instructed his minister to 
Spain, Pierre Soulé, to negotiate for the purchase of the 
island. The mission failed because of Soulé’s ineptitude, 
coupled with the blunder of the Ostend Manifesto, which 
proposed that the United States procure the island by 
purchase, or, if that were rejected, by “wresting it from 
Spain.”? But when Buchanan, a signer of the Ostend 
Manifesto, ran for the presidency, it was on a platform 
urging annexation. Like Pierce, he found the obstacles 
insuperable, but in three of his four annual messages he 
recommended the prosecution of this policy, and, in 1860, 
the project still received endorsement in the platforms of 
both branches of the Democratic party. 

While giving their major attention to Cuba, neither 
Pierce nor Buchanan ignored the possibility of acquiring 
territory in Mexico. Pierce attempted to buy a large area 
in northern Mexico, and was successful only in achieving 
the Gadsden Purchase.” Buchanan, striving even harder, 
met with complete disappointment. When he made pro- 
posals of purchase, they were rejected by Mexico; when 
he secured from Mexico the McLane-Ocampo ‘Treaty, 
which would have reduced that country almost to a pro- 
tectorate, it was defeated by the American Senate; when 
he asked Congress for powers to assume a “temporary 
protectorate” over northern Chihuahua and Sonora, the 
request was refused, as was another request for authority 


1, A. A. Ettinger, The Mission to Spain of Pierre Soulé, 1853-1856 
(New Haven, 1932). 
2. P. N. Garber, The Gadsden Treaty (Philadelphia, 1923). 
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to send a military force into Mexico to obtain “indemnity 
for the past and security for the future.”? But though 
none of these measures came to fruition, they all showed 
the consistent purpose of the South (as manifested 
through the Democratic party) to extend the area of 
slavery. 

While these developments took place on the diplomatic 
front, men who yearned for prompt action turned to more 
direct methods. The result was a series of filibustering 
expeditions, first against Cuba, under the leadership of 
General Narciso Lopez;* and later against Mexico and 
Nicaragua, under William Walker’s command.® Both men 
enjoyed a strong following in the South; both were tried 
and acquitted by friendly juries in New Orleans; Lopez 
died at the hands of a firing squad during his third at- 
tempt on Cuba, and Walker met his death in the same 
fashion during his third expedition to Nicaragua. But the 
failures of these men did not diminish the zeal of other 
adventurous Southerners, and in 1861 a secret organiza- 
tion, the Knights of the Golden Circle, was preparing to 
embark upon the most grandiose scheme of all—a plan to 
unite in one great slave empire all the rich lands that lay 
in a vast “golden circle” along the shores of the Gulf of 
Mexico.® 


3. H. L. Wilson, “President Buchanan’s Proposed Intervention in 
Mexico,” in American Historical Review, V (1900), 687-701; J. M. 
Callahan, “The Mexican Policy of Southern Leaders under Buchanan’s 
Administration,” in American Historical Association, Report, 1910, pp. 
125-161. J. Fred Rippy, The United States and Mexico (New York, 
1926), pp. 212-229. 

4. Robert G. Caldwell, The Lopez Expeditions to Cuba, 1848-1851 
(Princeton, 1915). 

5. W. O. Scroogs, Filibusters and Financiers: the story of William 
Walker and his associates (New York, 1916); on Walker’s activities 
in Mexico, see J. M. Clarke, “Antonio Melendrez, Nemesis of William 
Walker in Baja California,” in California Historical Society Quarterly, 
XII (1933), 318-322. 

6. Ollinger Crenshaw, “The Knights of the Golden Circle” in Amer- 
ican Historical Review, XLVII (1941), 23-50; C. A. Bridges, “The 
Knights of the Golden Circle, A Filibustering Fantasy,” in Southwestern 


222 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


The Republicans were, of course, not oblivious to the 
implications of this persistent and energetic movement, 
and they very readily foresaw that an agreement as to the 
limits of slavery within the Union would in no way stabilize 
the situation, so long as the limits of the Union possessed 
no stability. In fact, the Crittenden Compromise, with its 
application to territory “hereafter to be acquired,” seemed 
actually to contemplate the acquisition of additional terri- 
tory south of 36° 30’. At least, such was the conviction of 
Republican Senator Ten Eyck of New Jersey, who as- 
serted that he could not vote for Crittenden’s territorial 
amendment because “In view of what I now believe to be 
a well-established purpose . .. in certain quarters, as 
shown by past events, to extend the power of this Govern- 
ment over Mexico, Central America, Cuba, and the islands 
of the sea, such an amendment . . . would, soon or late, 
consign this continent, south of us and north of Darien, 
to the influences of slavery, political and social.’’’ At the 
previous session of Congress, Senatcr Doolittle likewise 
had condemned the Southern program of “acquisition of 
Cuba, Mexico, Central America, all tropical America . 
for the purpose of counter-balancing the growing power 

. of the great Caucasian race in the North and the 
West. Call this solution by what name you please—the 
solution of Walker and his filibusters; the solution of the 
slave propagandists, or of the Knights of the Golden 
Circle.””® 

This same expectation of an increasing pressure by 
Southern expansionists was a major reason for Lincoln’s 
opposition to the Crittenden plan. Though his statements 
on the subject were few and brief, he adduced this reason 
on at jeast three occasions. In a Jetter to Washburne, De- 


Historical Quarterly, XLIV (1941), 287-3802. George Bickley, leader of 
the Knights, allured his followers with a prospect of 25 new slave states, 
and 50 new pro-slavery senators, for the American Union. 

For a plan of Sam Houston for the annexation of all Mexico, see 
Walter P. Webb, The Texas Rangers (New York, 1935), pp. 197-216. 

7. In Senate, Feb. 1, Cong. Globe, p. 682. 

8. In Senate, Apr. 12, ibid., 36th Cong., Ist sess., p- 1632. 
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cember 13, warning against adopting either popular 
sovereignty or territorial compromise, he predicted, “Let 
either be done, and immediately filibustering and extend- 
ing slavery recommences.” In a letter to James T. Hale, 
January 11, he declared that, if the concessions proposed 
by Crittenden should be granted, “a year wiil not pass 
*till we shall have to take Cuba as a condition upon which 
they [the Southerners] will stay in the Union.’® Finally, 
on February 1, when Seward and Charles Francis Adams 
were pressing Lincoln to consent to a measure for the ad- 
mission of New Mexico as a state, presumably with slavery, 
he gave his reluctant assent, with certain reservations and 
badgered protests: “I am for no compromise which assists 
or permits the extension of the institution on soil owned 
by the nation. And any trick by which the nation is to 
acquire territory, and then allow some local authority to 
spread slavery over it, is as obnoxious as any other. I take 
it that to effect some such result as this, and to put us 
again on the high road to a slave empire, is the object of 
all these proposed compromises. I am against it. As to 
fugitive slaves, District of Columbia, slave trade among 
the slave States, and whatever springs of necessity from 
the fact that the institution is amongst us, I care but little, 
so that what is done be comely and not altogether out- 
rageous. Nor do I care much about New Mexico, if further 
extension were hedged against.”?° 

In an analysis of the validity of Lincoln’s forebodings, 
it may be argued, with some force, that he was “borrow- 
ing” trouble, that if annexationist schemes had not suc- 
ceeded under Pierce and Buchanan there was little reason 
to fear their success under a Republican administration, 
and that the choice to precipitate an existing crisis, rather 
than to await a possible future showdown, was an unwise 
decision. But, apart from all these controversial considera- 
tions, the fact remains that, to Lincoln, compromise meant 


9. For texts of both letters, see above, pp. 158, 160, note 11. 
10. Lincoln to Seward, Feb. 1, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of 
Lincoln, VI, 102-104. 
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neither peace nor stability. It meant only the transition 
of the slavery expansion movement into a new phase. 'T’o 
him, therefore, the rejection of compromise did not mean 
the rejection of peace. 


If the maintenance of the Union by compromise did not 
mean peace, as Lincoln saw it, it is equally true that the 
maintenance of the Union without compromise did not 
carry, for him and for many of his associates, any clear 
implication of war. This major fact has been widely ig- 
nored in the decades since Appomattox, because the later 
events of the war gave to the initial acts of secession a 
significance which was entirely lacking at the time of their 
passage. Because the assertion of Southern independence 
was later contested at such epic cost by so great a num- 
ber of men, one naturally assumes that it bore, from the 
outset, the stamp of grim finality which later events gave 
to it. Anyone who views it thus must necessarily suppose 
that the acts of secession awakened everyone to the realiza- 
tion that the Union could be saved only by unstinted com- 
promise or unstinted bloodshed. Or, more explicitly, he 
must assume that the Republicans squarely confronted 
and fully recognized the alternatives of compromise or war 
as the price of Union. 

Much of the best history of the war period is constructed 
on this assumption. Thus Channing declared that, “With 
his Southern connections and the accurate information 
that Lincoln must have possessed as to the motives and 
temper of the Southern people, it must have appeared to 
him . . . that if there were no more compromise, either 
the South must be permitted to remain outside of the 
Union or be brought back at the cost of hundreds of 
thousands of lives and of billions of property and treas- 
ure.” Oberholtzer, on the same subject, averred that “most 
men were well persuaded that the South could not be re- 
covered without war.” These statements are unguarded, 
but they do not approach in rashness the statement in a 
volume of the American Nation Series that, at the time 
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of the inauguration, “Lincoln saw, as everyone now must 
see, that eventually war was in any case inevitable.” 

In all these accounts, the writers rely upon a syllogism 
and not upon evidence. Without offering any data on 
Lincoln’s mental attitude at the time, they resort to a 
very simple deduction: the alternatives were visible, or, 
at least, they are now visible by hindsight; therefore Lin- 
coln must have seen them. Plausible as this reasoning 
may seem, it fails fatally to view the crisis from the other 
side of Appomattox, and it ignores a great mass of evi- 
dence showing that many people expected to see the Union 
preserved neither by war nor by compromise, but by a 
third alternative. 

This alternative was the peaceful “reconstruction” of 
the Union by the voluntary action of the Southern states. 
The reconstruction theory predicated a substantial body 
of overawed, but ever faithful, Unionists in the South. 
It assumed that the majority of Southerners temporarily 
supported secession because they feared Republican hos- 
tility and unconstitutional aggressions. But, as soon as the 
Republican administration demonstrated its peaceful and 
law-abiding purpose, Southern alarm would abate, the 
Southern masses would repudiate the secessionists, and 
Unionist leaders would bring their states trooping back 
into the Union. Such was the course of events anticipated 
by many. 

This anticipation, though ultimately fallacious, rested 
upon a sound basis, for there actually existed, even among 
the secessionists, some desire for reconstruction, some 
expectation of it, and a certain amount of deliberate effort 
to lead Republicans to expect it. 

The bitter years of war caused Southerners to forget, 
almost completely, that many of their own people had re- 
garded secession as a mere transient manifestation. Yet 


11. Edward Channing, A History of the United States, Vol. VI, The 
War for Southern Independence (New York, 1925), p. 296; Ellis Paxson 
Oberholtzer, Abraham Lincoln (Philadelphia, 1904), p. 185; French E. 
Chadwick, Causes of the Civil War (New York, 1906), p. 289. 
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every well-informed Southerner, during the crisis, en- 
countered this point of view. It was freely recognized and 
publicly advocated. In Mississippi, the Governor of the 
state became its champion and found for it a metaphor 
when he urged that Mississippi must “go down into Egypt 
while Herod rules in Judea. . . . And when in after years 
it shail be told you that they [the Republicans] who 
sought the life of this Prince of Peace [the right to secede 
from oppression] . . . are dead, you may come up out 
of Egypt and realize all the fond hopes of . . . peace on 
earth and good will among men, under the benign influ- 
ence of a re-united government.’’* In expressing this hope 
for an ultimate restoration of the Union, the Governor 
was not without a substantial body of support. L. Q. C. 
Lamar had approved of the secession of South Carolina, 
because it would insure either a Southern republic or a 
restored Union under an amended Constitution.’® Another 
prominent Mississippian, A. H. Handy, sent by his state 
to urge Maryland to secede, asserted at Baltimore that, 
“We do not propose to go out of the Union for the purpose 
of breaking up this government. .. . We will . . . say 
to the aggressive States of the North, when you can learn 
to respect this sacred instrument [the Constitution], and 
will mark your sincerity by conceding to us new and suffi- 
cient guarantees, we will gladly renew our fraternal rela- 
tions with you.” In elaborating this viewpoint, Handy 
expressed confidence that a widespread secession would 
quickly elicit the desired guarantees.'* While Handy may 
have seasoned his secession program with the flavor of 
reconciliation to suit the strongly Unionist taste prevalent 
in Maryland, he would scarcely have misrepresented 

12. Message of Governor John J. Pettus to the Mississippi Legisla- 
ture, quoted in Rainwater, Mississippi, 1856-1861, p. 170. 

13. Lamar to Augustus B. Longstreet, Nov. 13, saying, “If South 
Carolina will only have the courage to go cut, all will be well. We will 
have a Southern Republic, or an amended Federal Censtitution. . . .” 
Edward Mayes, Lucius @. C. Lamar, His Life, Times, ond Speeches 
1825-1893 (Nashville, 1896), p. 86. 

14, Handy, commissioner from Miss. to Md., speech at Baltimore, 


Dec. 19, reported by Baltimore Commercial Advertiser, Dec. 20, quoted 
by Rainwater, Mississippi, 1856-1861, pp. 170-171. 
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Mississippi's aspirations altogether. And the fact that he 
did not is attested by other witnesses. One Mississippian 
wrote, “I would like to see the border states coming with 
us and then talking about a re-union afterwards.”!® An- 
other noted the presence of a party of “Union-seces- 
sion[i]s[ts], who advocate secession as a necessity, a 
united convention, and a demand of reasonable guarantees 
from the North.” From his conversations with the ex- 
perienced people of his community, this observer con- 
cluded that the reconstruction party might gain the 
ascendancy.'® The perseverance of this sentiment is evi- 
dent from the observation of Jefferson Davis that, as late 
as February, 1861, there was “in the minds of many the 
not unreasonable hope” that the North would offer “suit- 
able guarantees” and thereby make possible a “reunited 
nation.”’”7 

From other quarters, too, came evidences of a feeling 
that secession was impermanent. In Kentucky, Garrett 
Davis, an experienced public man, reported the presence 
of a group of secessionists whose ‘“‘aim is to force [se] ces- 
sion upon K[entuck]y and to reconstruct the Union, or 
establish a slave state confederacy, as the one project or 
the other shall be most feasible. . . .” Ex-senator Archi- 
bald Dixon expressed publicly his hope that reconstruc- 
tion would follow secession. Another Kentuckian declared 
that he would not abandon hope of reunion, unless the 
shedding of blood should make it impossible. Still another, 
as late as March 25, cherished the belief that those South- 
erners who had voted for Bell and Douglas would soon 
declare their allegiance to unconditional Unionism.** 


15. Addison Craft, Holly Springs, Miss., Jan. 18, to William Breck- 
inridge, in Breckinridge MSS. 

16. G. Webb, Greenville, Miss., Dec. 26, to William Breckinridge, in 
Breckinridge MSS. ; ; 

17. Manuscript record by Jefferson Davis, cited in Rainwater, Mis- 
sissippi, 1856-1861, p. 171. 

18. Davis, Paris, Ky., Feb. 9, to R. McMurdy, in Chase MSS.; Archi- 
bald Dixon, Hendersen, Ky., Dec. 12, to Gov. Magoffin, a printed letter, 
in Crittenden MSS.; John L. Helm, Elizabethtown, Ky., Jan. 15, to 
Crittenden, in ibid.; S. Lester Taylor, Covington, Ky., Mar. 25, to 
Chase, in Chase MSS. 
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Among Crittenden’s correspondents, there were several 
who hoped to restore the Union by constructing a central 
union, or a Mississippi Valley Confederacy, around which 
the separated states of the old Union might be reunited. 
One of these writers wished to hold together “the middle 
cluster of ‘stars,’ around which in the future all may be 
attracted.” Writing in the same vein, a close friend of 
Crittenden hit upon a Mississippi Valley Confederacy as 
a magnetic nucleus, around which he believed ‘‘the blessed 
old Union would soon be reinstated in its entirety.” The 
same idea found expression in a letter from Alabama, urg- 
ing Crittenden to attempt the formation of a “Central 
Union” of conservative states. To this Union, other less 
conservative states would be gradually added, and, as the 
new entity increased in size, it would be more and more 
difficult for the remaining states to stand aloof. Thus “‘the 
wandering stars might once more concentrate—after hav- 
ing jostled one another in their eccentric paths. . . .”1° 
This project apparently found some support in high 
quarters, for Benjamin F. Butler claimed that the ‘more 
advanced of the Southern men” in Washington during the 
Christmas season wanted to construct a government “into 
which piecemeal portions of the North should seek admis- 
sion 9920 

Many of the Southern leaders endorsed the idea of re- 
construction, either openly or tacitly. James L. Orr of 
South Carolina and Judah P. Benjamin of Louisiana both 
expressed themselves rather guardedly in favor of such 
a’ policy.*? One of the Florida senators, David Yulee, was 

19. Letters to Crittenden, in order mentioned, from H. B. Allis, Pine 
Bluff, Ark., Jan. 7; S. S. Nicholas, Louisville, Ky., Dec. 27; N. M. 
Ludlow, Mobile, Ala., Jan. 1; in Crittenden MSS. 

20. Butler to Gen. William Schouler, July 10, 1870, in Private and 
Official Correspondence of Gen. Benjamin F. Butler During the Period 
of the Civil War (Privately printed, 1917), I, 7-8. 

Henry Adams, “Secession Winter,” in Mass. Hist. Soc., Proc., XLIII, 
661, asserted that “The more moderate or the more astute [Southern 
leaders] who followed the footsteps of the Virginia leaders, men like 
Senator Mason and his colleague [Hunter], and Mr. Breckinridge were 


all agog with the idea of a dissolution and a reconstruction of the 
Union with the anti-slavery element left out.” 
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accused of supporting secession solely for the purpose of 
forcing the North to offer guarantees to lure his state back 
into the Union. If this were true of him, it was probably 
true of his colleague also, for Stephen Mallory, who urged 
secession himself, later wrote that he had expected com- 
promise and conciliation even after the secession of South 
Carolina.” His expectation was even less extravagant than 
that of another Southerner who afterward served with him 
in the Davis cabinet. This was John A. Reagan, Repre- 
sentative from Texas, who offered the opinion, even after 
the secession of his state, that the South would remain 
out of the Union for a season and then return voluntarily.” 

The possibility of reconstruction, in fact, had a strong 
hold on the Southern popular mind, and an astonishing de- 
gree of influence with the Montgomery government. So far 
as public opinion was concerned, it may even be argued 
that the January secessionists could not have recruited 
majorities to take their states out of the Union if they 
had treated the departure as a permanent one. In the 


21. Orr did not care for a Southern Confederacy because it made re- 
construction more difficult. Benjamin thought the crisis might lead to 
reunion under a drastically revised constitution. “Diary of a Public 
Man,” Dec. 28, Jan. 13, in North Am. Rev., CX XIX, 128, 1383+134. 

22. For the position of the Florida senators, see Dodd, “Secession 
Movement in Florida,” in Fla. Hist. Quart., XII, 56-57, citing the New 
York Tribune, Jan. 15, on Yulee, and a letter of Mallory to Zachariah 
Chandler, July 2, 1865, in Official Records, Ser. II, Vol. VIII, p. 7387. 

The New York Times, Dec. 8 (Washington, Dec. 7), reported that a 
South Carolina gentleman, member of both legislature and convention, 
“thinks that when the experiment [of secession] has been tried, she [S. C.] 
will come back... .” 

Preston King wrote to John Bigelow, Dec. 25, “Some of them [the se- 
cessionists] talk of the secession as only a temporary thing—of mak- 
ing terms and of reunion.” Bigelow, Restrospections, I, 317. 

New York Tribune, Dec. 19 (Washington, Dec. 9), reported that the 
Southern program called for the Gulf states to secede, and for the 
Border slave states to remain in the Union to negotiate for the return of 
the others. 

Gouverneur Kemble, Cold Springs, N. Y., Jan. 24, wrote to Martin 
Van Buren, after a trip to Washington, that “[R. M. T.] Hunter says 
that Virginia and the border states will retire from the Union, not with 
the intention of remaining separate, but to procure . . . modifications 
of the constitution.” Van Buren MSS, 

23. Cox, Three Decades, p. 65. 
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crucial state of Georgia, it was the opinion of Alexander 
H. Stephens that “Two-thirds at least of those who voted 
for the Ordinance of Secession did so, I have but little 
doubt, with a view to a more certain Re-formation of the 
Union. . . . In other words they acted under the impres- 
sion and belief that the whole object . . . could better be 
accomplished by the States being out of the Union than 
iteitese 

Two-thirds may seem a very high estimate for the por- 
tion of the Georgia electorate which expected a return to 
the Union, but the trend of events at the inception of the 
Montgomery government proved that the reconstruction 
movement was genuinely formidable. It was, in fact, 
rumored to be the administration policy. Such rumors were 
easily credible, for Jefferson Davis had shown great cau- 
tion in supporting secession, and had apparently looked 
with equanimity, if not with favor, upon the prospect of 
reconstruction.””> He was already suspected by the fire- 
eaters, therefore, and when he surrounded himself with 
moderates like Mallory, Reagan and Memminger,” to the 

24. Stephens, Constitutional View, I1, 321. In the same passage quoted, 
Stephens asserted that T. R. R. Cobb, addressing the Georgia legisla- 
ture, had used very effectively the argument that, “We can make better 
terms out of the Union than in it.” This has been often repeated, but 
U. B. Phillips showed that Cobb did not use such an argument in his 
address to the legislature, though he may have used it elsewhere. Phillips, 
Toombs, p. 199. 

When Sen. Iverson of Ga. withdrew from the Senate, Jan. 28, he de- 
clared that he would always oppose a reconstruction of the Union, but 
added, “I may be overruled by the people of my State, and of other 
Southern States.” Nothing, however, would bring them back, he added, 
except the full recognition and guarantee of the safety of slavery. Cong. 
Globe, p. 589. 

New York Herald, Dec. 20 (Washington, Dec. 19), reported that 
Joshua Hill, Representative from Georgia, believed that a Unionist 
reaction was at work in his state. 

25. Joseph E. Davis wrote to Jefferson Davis, Jan. 2: “John Perkins 


was here yesterday. . . . [I] read to him a part of your letter, he seemed 
greatly pleased at its statement except the possibility of reconstruc- 
tion. .. .” Rowland, ed., Davis, IV, 561. 


26. White, Rhett, p. 196, quotes the British Consul, Feb. 28 (British 
Foreign Office 5, Vol. 781), to the effect that Memminger’s enthusiasm 


was not really enlisted in the secession movement, which he had long 
ridiculed. 
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exclusion of such firebrands as Rhett and Yancey, the 
extremists feared the worst. When, in addition, he sup- 
ported proposals to postpone the adoption of a permanent 
Constitution, to follow the form of the old Republic as 
closely as possible, and to permit the admission of non- 
slaveholding states, the fire-eaters concluded that he was 
“leaving the door open” for a reconstruction of the hated 
Union.*’ Perhaps no one felt this more bitterly than Barn- 
well Rhett, and he probably inspired the series of vigorous 
editorials in which the Charleston Mercury revealed the 
divided counsels within the Davis government, and de- 
nounced the policy of reconstruction. The Mercury re- 
sented the idea of “being dragged back eventually into 
the old political affiliations” from which the South had 
‘just cut loose,’** and it launched, at this time, its violent 
campaign against Jefferson Davis. Meanwhile, at Mont- 
gomery, Thomas R. R. Cobb was reading the signs of the 
times, and finding them very alarming to a man of his 
anti-Unionist views. His first disillusionment came with 
the discovery that the Alabama delegates were “not only 
reconstructionists but absolutely union men.” Soon after, 
he was worse discouraged by persistent rumors that Davis 
himself was a reconstructionist. But it was not until after 
the inauguration of Lincoln that his outlook became black- 


27. Ibid., p. 194, with copious citations. 

28. Ibid., p. 203, quotes Charleston Mercury, Mar. 25 and Apr. 1 
(given in separate paragraphs) : 

“A struggle has occurred in the secret sessions of the Montgomery 
Congress, in which those refusing to close the door against the recep- 
tion of anti-slave states have achieved a victory. Thus the policy of 
ultimately admitting the anti-slave states of the Northwest first, and 


afterwards, Pennsylvania, New York, etc. ... is obviously the pro- 
gramme ... of the Montgomery Congress. The Union . . . is to be re- 
organized on the new basis, and we are in danger . . . of being dragged 


back eventually into the old political affiliation with the States and 
peoples from whom we have just cut loose.” 

“Friends of Mr. Douglas, including the near and dear George N. 
Sanders are already declaring that the Northwestern states should 
apply for admission into the Confederate States. Mr. Breckinridge, in 
the United States Senate speaks of this as the probable result. The 
Border States all look to it. The New York Herald daily urges the ad- 
vantage of New York doing the same thing.” 
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est. On March 6, he wrote: “I found out yesterday, why 
George Sanders was here, he is an agent from Douglas 
and is working to keep out of the Constitution any clause 
which will exclude ‘Free States.’ The game, now, is to re- 
construct wnder our Constitution. There will be a hard 
fight on this question. . . . Stephens and Toombs are 
both for leaving the door open. . . . Confidentially and to 
be kept a secret from the public, Mr. Davis is opposed to 
us on this point also and wants to keep the door open. . . . 
I am much afraid of the results.””° 

A little more than a month later, war came to obviate 
the possibility of voluntary reconstruction—and to take 
Cobb’s life on the battlefield. One cannot know what suc- 
cess the policy or the man would otherwise have attained. 
Thus, the practicability of the plan as a peace-time project 
was never tested. From the vantage point of another cen- 
tury, it seems visionary and impossible of fulfillment. But 
practicable or not, it carried conviction to many minds, 
won a considerable number of voters to the support of a 
secession policy which they might otherwise have opposed, 
and commanded enough importance as an issue to split 
the Confederate Congress into two rival factions. Shadowy 
as it may seem today, peaceable reconstruction was a very 
real possibility to countless Southerners in the first months 
of 1861. 


When Republican observers witnessed the many evi- 
dences of a movement within the slave states, and even 
within the seceded states, for a reconstruction of the Union, 
they naturally felt that their earlier incredulity of seces- 
sion was justified, and that the Union might be saved 
without the necessity of any resort to extraordinary meas- 
ures. This attitude, in fact, gained such wide currency in 
the Northern states that it caused concern among South- 
ern disunionists. The New Orleans Crescent, for instance, 


29. Cobb to his wife, Feb. 4, 15, Mar. 6, in “The Correspondence of 
Thomas Reade Rootes Cobb, 1860-1862,” in Southern History Associa- 
tion, Publications, X1 (1907), pp. 161, 178-179, 255. 
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published an editorial on “The Northern Delusion,” in 
which it observed “‘the strange misconception by the North- 
ern people of the temper and spirit of the South, in respect 
of a reconstruction of the Union. . . . All this is a delu- 
sion, and a most fatal one,” continued the Crescent. “But 
we are inclined to the belief that the Northern people are 
not so much to be blamed for making this mistake as we 
at first supposed them to be. We believe, in many cases, 
they have reached this conclusion from wrong informa- 
tion given to them from the South! . . . We have reason 
to suspect that there are people in the South . . . who 
are constantly writing letters to the North and to the Bor- 
der Slave Sates [sic], misrepresenting Southern sentiment 
and creating wrong impressions. . . . These letters are 
handed about and circulated privately, and in some cases 
extracts from them are published in the papers.” The 
Crescent continued, to suggest that “the Northern people 
. would gain a clearer insight . . . by watching the 
Southern press. . . . If there has been any indication, in 
any quarter of the seceded States of a disposition to return 
to the Union on the Crittenden or any other proposition, 
we have yet to see it.”’*° Despite this condescending assur- 
ance, the Southern press had shown no such unanimity as 
the Crescent suggested. On the contrary, the New Orleans 
Bee had declared: “It is to our knowledge that a large pro- 
portion of the citizens of New Orleans who . . . are now 
ardent advocates of secession, are greatly influenced in 
the decision they have reached by this very idea of forming 
at some future period another and a better Union... . 
The reconstruction of the Government hereafter is by no 
means a chimerical notion—especially if the Federal 
powers throw no insuperable obstacles in the way, by an 
insane effort at coercion.” 
The Montgomery Weekly Post agreed with the Crescent 
that, “for the hope of a reconstruction entertained by the 


30. New Orleans Daily Crescent, Mar. 2, in Dumond, ed., Southern 
Editorials on Secession, pp. 472-474. 
31. New Orleans Bee, Dec. 22, in ibid., p. 365. 
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people of the North, misguided friends of the Union in 
the South are mainly to blame.” The Post denounced these 
“dreams of reconstruction” as an “ignis fatwous” [sic], a 
“delusive hope . . . that soon the stray sheep of the South 
will return and bleat for admission into the original fold,” 
and it warned that such expectations would cause North- 
ern leaders to defer “as long as possible, an acknowledg- 
ment of our position, and a recognition of our rights.” The 
Post, furthermore, believed that “the Border States have 
maintained their States in the Union for no other reason 
than to exercise their influence in behalf of reconstruc- 
tion.’?2? 

Clearly enough, by the admission of the Crescent and 
the Post, two versions of the Southern attitude were avail- 
able to men of the North, and most of them chose to be- 
lieve that “reconstruction . . . is by no means a chimeri- 
cal notion.”? Some few, like Zachariah Chandler and Pres- 
ton King, eagerly anticipated war;** a few others, like 
John P. Hale and James W. Grimes, anticipated it regret- 
fully.84 But among the mass of Republicans, no ‘such 
eventuality was foveneen After years of scoffing, they had 
been very slow to believe that the Southern states would 
secede at all. Gideon Welles, Wilham H. Seward, Henry 
Adams, Edward Bates, William Pitt Fessenden, and other 
leading Republicans had either exemplified this attitude 
themselves, or commented upon it in others.*® With such 
a mental “set,” they refused to be convinced even by the 


32. Montgomery Weekly Post, Mar. 26, in Dumond, ed., Southern 
Editorials on Secession, p. 490-492. 

33. Chandler to Gov. Blair of Minn., Feb. 11, said, “Without a little 
blood-letting this Union will not, in my estimation, be worth a rush.” 
Letter in Cong. Globe, p. 1247. 

King to Weed, Dec. 7, said, “You and Seward should be among the 
foremost to brandish the lance and shout for war.” Barnes, Weed, p. 309. 

34. Hale said, in Senate, Dec. 5, “This state of affairs looks to one 
of two things: it looks to absolute submission ... of the North. . 
it Jooks to open war.” Cong. Globe, p. 9. 

Grimes wrote to his wife, Dec. 16, “There will be an effort to go peace- 
fully, but war of a most bitter and sanguinary character will be sure 
to follow in a short time.” Salter, Grimes, p. 132. 

35, See above, pp. 77-80. 
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Southern ordinances of secession, and continued to re- 
gard secession rather as a gesture than as an actuality. 

This viewpoint annoyed members of other political 
groups, and elicited many irritated comments. Senator 
Latham of California wrote, “I cannot tell you how blind 
the Republican leaders seem in this body. The ‘accom- 
plished fact’ of secession seems to them a grand joke.”% 
Senator Crittenden observed, in connection with the defeat 
of his measures, that the Republicans “are disposed to be- 
lieve that the threatening appearances in the South will 
pass away and that their policy is to stand firm and do 
nothing.” Outside the Senate, August Belmont asserted 
that, “The Republican leaders seem utterly blind to the 
dangers which they have begirt us with.”’** Correspondents 
of Crittenden and Breckinridge also made several reveal- 
ing comments: one of them noted, in mid-January, that 
“some (many) [Republicans] are still ignorant of the 
state of feeling at the South”; another condemned the 
“stolid indifference” of the Congressmen of the northeast ; 
still another shrewdly observed that the loyalty of Ken- 
tucky to the Union had had the unfortunate “effect of 
deceiving and emboldening the people of the North by the 
prospect held out of divisions at the South. . . . I believe 
the North is still not entirely undeceived. . . .”** 

The basic conviction underlying all the apparent in- 
difference of the North was the belief that a majority of 
the Southern people were still loyal to the Union, even 
after secession. This supposition was not confined to Re- 
publicans, but was widely entertained. Benjamin F’, Butler 


36. Milton S. Latham to Franklin Pierce, Feb. 6, in Pierce MSS. 
However, Latham, too, had some expectation of reconstruction, for his 
letter continues, “I believe permanent guarantees will be conceded to 
the South, after which a party will spring up in the states now gone, 
which I hope will eventually bring them back.” 

37. Crittenden to Samuel S. Nicholas, Dec. [?}, in Crittenden MSS.; 
Belmont to Stephen A. Douglas, Dec. 26, in Belmont, Letters, p. 40. 

38. Letters to Crittenden from Jas. DePeyster Ogden, New York, 
Jan. 12, and N. M. Ludlow, Mobile, Ala., Jan. 1; in Crittenden MSS. 
G. B. Anderson, Louisville, Ky., Dec. 27, to William Breckinridge, in 
Breckinridge MSS. 
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held to this notion after South Carolina’s Ordinance; 
Charles A. Davis believed that the secessionists would come 
back of their own accord, and proposed to let them “ex- 
periment,” if they wished; a Bostonian argued that all 
fifteen of the slave states should be encouraged to secede, 
on the theory that their combined influence would enable 
them to dictate terms of reconstruction, whereas a smaller 
group of seceded states would lack strength to secure the 
desired terms, and would therefore remain outside the 
Union; August Belmont urged peaceable separation, be- 
cause he believed that it would give free play for a Unionist 
reaction which would result in an “early reconstruction” ; 
and Senator Lane of Oregon anticipated a “‘reorganiza- 
tion” in which the seceding states would participate. 
Even the New York Herald, which criticized the un- 
realistic attitude of the Republicans, published dispatches 
from Baltimore declaring that the South proceeded with 
secession only because she expected to make better terms 
after secession than before, and from Washington, assert- 
ing that “the bone and sinew of the South are still in favor 
of the preservation of the Union.’’*° 

Nowhere was this widespread conviction more prevalent 
than among the Republicans. On this point, the testimony 
of the leaders themselves is almost conclusive. Alexander K. 

39. Benjamin F. Butler, dutobiography and Personal Reminiscences, 
etc. (Boston, 1892), p. 151; Charles A. Davis to Winfield Scott, New 
York, Dec. 26, in Crittenden MSS.; Francis H. Forbes, Boston, Jan. 17, 
to Crittenden, in ibid.; Belmont, New York, May 21, 1861, to Baron 
Lionel de Rothschild, in Belmont, Letters, p. 49; Lane in Senate, Dec. 
21, Cong. Globe, p. 145. See also John T. Doyle, New York, Mar. 2, to 
Montgomery Blair, in Blair MSS. 

40. New York Herald, Nov. 27 (Baltimore, Nov. 22) and Jan. 18 
(Washington, Jan. 17). The Herald also, on Nov. 5 (Baltimore, Nov. 
2), declared that it was agreed that the Gulf states should secede and 
then issue an address calling on the Northern states to meet them in a 
Constitutional convention, at which a reunion would be arranged. On 


Dec. 22, a Baltimore dispatch of Dec. 12 observed that no one in Mary- 
land believed the secessionists were in earnest. 

On Dec. 21, a Washington dispatch of Dec. 20 observed that the Crit- 
tenden Compromise would “ultimately satisfy the South and repair 
the fractured Union,” 
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McClure, one of the most active of Pennsylvania Repub- 
licans, wrote that “A very large portion of the Republican 
party, including some of its ablest and most trusted 
leaders,” favored “peaceable secession, that might reason- 
ably result in early reconstruction.”*! One of the leaders 
who conformed to this description was Edward Bates, for 
he held that the seceding states would fail to prosper out- 
side the Union, and that “the real people” would “rebel 
against the traitors, and compel a return to allegiance.’’*? 
Hamilton Fish was less optimistic than Bates, but he 
urged concessions to hold the Border states in the Union, 
in order that they might serve “for the purpose of bridg- 
ing over the space and bringing back the Southern 
States.”** Salmon P. Chase likewise underestimated the 
crisis and observed that, ‘The disunion madness makes us 
much trouble, but I think old Ironsides won’t go to pieces 
yet.”** Many of Chase’s correspondents shared this view. 
One of them still doubted, six days after South Carolina’s 
secession, that the frenzy in the South would lead to dis- 
solution.** Others indulged a belief, even after the inaugu- 
ration, that Lincoln could win the Gulf states back by 
some simple expedient, such as nominating Crittenden for 
the Supreme Court; or merely assuming a menacing but 
inactive policy, thereby causing the Gulf states to bank- 
rupt themselves in military preparation, whereupon they 
would be prepared to return to the Union; or issuing a 
ringing proclamation against secession, for the purpose 

41. Alexander K. McClure, Abraham Lincoln and Men of War Times 
(Philadelphia, 1892), p. 292-293. 

42. Account of interview with Bates in diary of O. H. Browning, Feb. 
24, in Theodore Calvin Pease and James G. Randall, editors, The Diary 
of Orville Hickman Browning, 1, 457, in Illinois State Historical So- 
ciety, Collections, XX. 

When the South Carolina Convention moved from Columbia to Charles- 
ton because of an epidemic, Bates thought it was because the seces- 
sionists wanted the outside support which Charleston would offer and 
Columbia would not. Entry for Dec. 19, in Beal, ed., Bates Diary, p. 167. 

43, Fish to W. S. Thayer, Dec. 15, in Nevins, Fish, p. 80. 


44, Chase to James A. Briggs, Nov. 26, in Chase MSS. 
45. George Opdyke, New York, Dec. 26, to Chase, in ibid, 
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of consolidating Union sentiment in the South, “where 
nearly half the people are yet for the Union.’’*® 

On the Republican side of Congress, the same under- 
estimate of the Southern crisis prevailed. William P. Fes- 
senden, for instance, wrote on December 15 that, if Bu- 
chanan had done his duty, the crisis would have subsided 
promptly, but that, even without such treatment, “I am 
inclined to think that the force of the storm is ecu 
Two weeks later, Lyman Trumbull still believed that if 
the President would only do “his duty . . . even at this 
late day, . . . the states which resolved themselves out 
of the Union would be coming back before many months.” 
Even after the secession of the lower South was complete, 
John Sherman asserted that, “In thirty days we could have 
a large minority or even a majority in every seceding state 
for maintaining the Union, if the leaders in resisting seces- 
sion could feel sure of backing.’’** 

While congressmen soothed themselves with this com- 
forting assumption that the Southern situation would cor- 
rect itself, the Republican press consistently belittled the 
secession movement. The T'ribune was especially active in 
this pursuit, and it constantly asserted that “Their [the 


46. Letters to Chase, from, respectively, John Stewart, Baltimore, 
Md., Mar. 9; J. W. Schaumberg, Cincinnati, O., Mar. 9; William Law- 
rence, Logan County, O., Mar. 26; in Chase MSS. 

“An Earnest Republican” of New York wrote to Chase, on Mar. 14, 
that the Unionist element was strong in Georgia, Louisiana, and Texas, 
but that it had evidently been cowed. Chase MSS. 

Daniel Ammen, Baltimore, Jan. 18, wrote to Chase, “If their [the 

seceding states’] mails are stopped and they could be let alone for a 
few months anarchy would prevail that would render their condition 
unbearable for any length of time. They would then I would suppose, 
appreciate the advantages of the Union which are now ignored, and if 
so, the lesson would be ten times as instructive as if coerced.” Chase 
MSS. 
47. Fessenden to Hamilton Fish, Dec. 15, in Nevins, Fish, p. 80; 
Trumbull to Richard Yates, Jan. 2, in White, Trumbull, p. 120; Sher- 
man to F. P. Blair, Jr., Feb. 9, in Blair MSS. Also see the speculations 
of Rutherford B. Hayes on this subject, given in Charles Richard Wil- 
liams, editor, Diary and Letters of Rutherford Birchard Hayes (Ohio 
State Archeological and Historical Society, 1922), I, 566. 
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secessionists’ ] whole scheme is likely to prove a total failure 
if nothing is done to help them out. . . . It only needs 
time and patience to bring about a counter-revolution. 
. . . The benefits of the Union are really so much greater 
to them than its evils, that the commonsense of the People 
will make the runaway States soon beg for readmission 
into the Old Union, provided that open war can be 
avoided.”** A few days after this assertion, the T'ribune 
observed that, “It is well known that both Jefferson Davis 
and Alexander Stephens . . . are wholly averse to separa- 
tion, and would gladly get back into the Union.’ On 
February 25, Greeley’s paper classified the secessionists as 
being of two parties, the “sanguinary secessionists” who 
were bellicose in their disunionism, and the “diplomatic 
secessionists . . . with the arriére pensée of eventual re- 
construction.”*? On March 15, it published a dispatch 
from New Orleans, asserting as “beyond dispute” the fact 
that “throughout Mississippi and Alabama, especially in 
the Northern portions, there is . . . emphatic dissatisfac- 
tion. Many have opposed secession from the outset. Some 
went into it with no idea that it was to be carried out, 
but simply to force the North into concessions. A feeling 
is now openly expressed that the whole thing has been too 
fast. In some localities, the stars and stripes are still 
flying.” 

With reports like these coming in, Republican leaders 
found it easy to maintain an unruffled calm. 

48. New York Tribune, Feb. 1 (Washington, Jan. 39, signed 
J. S. P[ike].). 

49. Ibid., Feb. 14 (Washington, Feb. 12). On Feb. 25, a dispatch from 
Charleston, Feb. 20, suggested that the appointment of C. G. Memminger 
to the cabinet was an evidence that the Davis administration favored 
reconstruction. On Mar. 15, a Baltimore dispatch of Mar. 14 declared 
that, “On Monday last, Judge [Jeremiah S.] Black, who ought to know, 
is said to have openly predicted that there will be no war on the part 
of the rebels, that Jeff. Davis will, within ninety days, have the Cotton 
States all under the Federal flag again nice and snug, and will be the 
Democratic candidate for the Presidency of the United States in 1864!” 


50. New York Tribune, Feb. 25, editorial. 
51. Ibid., Mar. 15 (New Orleans, Mar. 8). 
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All of the foregoing quotations are indicative of the 
climate of opinion in the Republican ranks. But ulti- 
mately, the opinions which were decisive in the formation 
of party policy were those of Lincoln, with whom future 
leadership lay, and Seward, who was charged with the 
immediate direction of the party until the inauguration. 
The extent to which these two leaders were lulled by the 
hope of peaceable reconstruction, therefore, was of sur- 
passing importance. 

As for Seward, no one was more confident of a restora- 
tion of the Union than he. Although opportunistic in his 
conduct, and devoid of dogmatic tendencies, Seward relied 
heavily upon abstract reason in his appraisal of the dis- 
union movement. He assumed that, physically and eco- 
nomically, the United States was one nation; that, by 
many common bonds, the people of the states were one 
people. From this he concluded that the seceding states 
could not permanently resist the impulse to return to the 
Union. This may have been true—the theory was never 
tested. But when Seward attempted to translate this long- 
range viewpoint into short-term policy, he ran into ab- 
surdities. When he supposed that the Southerners could 
not actually wish to leave a Union with which their true 
interest was identified, his fallacy lay in the assumption 
that men will always recognize where their interest lies. 
When he assumed that mere patient waiting would suf- 
fice to bring the secessionists back, he underestimated the 
time required for such a process, the loss of strength which 
the Federal Union would incur by the suspension of its 
authority, and the danger of friction leading, in the in- 
terim, to war. 

Ignoring all these factors, however, Seward held, from 
first to last, that a reaction in the South would bring the 
seceding states voluntarily back to the Union. As early 
as September, in campaign speeches for Lincoln, he had 
replied to Southern assertions that the North would not 
dare to plunge the nation into war by agreeing that, 
“They are right. We do not propose to do any such thing.” 
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If his own people, he continued, should secede, he would 
expect the other states to “let them stay out just as long 
as they behaved themselves,” and this policy, he, in turn, 
would use toward all others.** Just what constituted proper 
behavior, and just what measures he would use to punish 
its infraction, he did not say; and, throughout the crisis, 
he continued to be evasive on this vital question. He did 
not wish to consider what measures the North was legally 
entitled to take, but what course it would most wisely pur- 
sue. Thus on the night of Lincoln’s election, in a speech 
to his neighbors, he observed that some elements regarded 
secession as the shortest way in which to attain their ends. 
“But let us not doubt,” he continued, “that if we com- 
mend our way [of action within the Union] by our 
patience, our gentleness, our affection towards them, they, 
too, will, before they shall have gone too far, find out that 
our way, the old way, their old way as well as our old way, 
is not only the shortest, but the best.’’°* 

Seward held faithfully to this magnanimous view 
throughout the crisis. When Congress convened, he care- 
fully avoided all tactics of threat and crimination, and, 
so far as he could, restrained his colleagues from such 
tactics.°* Almost at once, he thought, this policy of re- 
straint bore fruit, and he assured Hamilton Fish, ‘‘We 
think that here we see already apprehensions among the 
fire-eaters that they may not succeed in getting out of 
the Union unless they can provoke some violence or in- 
temperance on our side.””*® 

Until after Weed’s trip to Springfield, Seward’s view 
of the crisis was not widely known, for he made no Senate 

52. Speech at LaCrosse, Wis., Sep. 14, in Baker, ed., Works of Seward, 
IV, 421. Also, p. 248. 

53, Speech at Auburn, Nov. 6, in ibid., IV, 115. 

54. Seward to his wife, Dec. 7, ‘““The mad-caps of the South want to 
be inflamed, so as to make their secession irretrievable. Good men there 
want moderation, on the part of the government, so that they may in 
time produce a counter-movement. Our senators agree with me to prac- 
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speech during the early part of the session. But on Decem- 
ber 22 he broke his silence, and announced his attitude 
under circumstances which lent unusual importance to 
his words. He had just been offered the portfolio of State, 
and while this offer was not known, it was known that he 
had just held important communication with Lincoln 
through the intermediation of Weed. He was in New York, 
on his way back, as many people believed, to represent 
Lincoln’s views in Congress. South Carolina had seceded 
two days before. The New England Scciety dined at the 
Astor House that night, and Seward was invited to speak. 
It was evident that his words must command extraordinary 
attention from an audience fearful of crisis and eager for 
a policy. 

Seward’s speech showed so well the extent of his mis- 
conception, and the sound abstract reasoning which had 
led him astray, that it is worth quoting at length: “There 
is no such thing in the book, no such thing in reason, no 
such thing in philosophy, and no such thing in nature as 
any State existing on the continent of North America, out- 
side of the United States of America. . . . I have the pre- 
sumption and vanity to believe that if there were nobody 
to hear the State of South Carolina when she is talking, 
she would confess that she liked us tolerably well. I am 
very sure that if anybody were to make a descent on New 
York to-morrow—whether Louis Napoleon or the Prince 
of Wales, or his mother, or the Emperor of Russia, or the 
Emperor of Austria, all the hills of South Carolina would 
pour forth their population for the rescue of New York. 
. . . Therefore they do not humbug me with their seces- 
sion. And I do not think that they will humbug you; and 
I do not believe that . . . they will much longer succeed 
in humbugging themselves. . . . I do not know a man on 
earth who—even though his wife was as troublesome as the 
wife of Socrates—cannot keep his wife if he wants to do 
so; al] that he needs is, to keep his own virtue and his own 
temper. . . . If we keep entirely cool, and entirely calm, 
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and entirely kind, a debate will ensue which will be kindly 
in itself; and it will prove very soon either that we are 
wrong—-and we shall concede to our offended brethren—or 
else that we are right, and they will acquiesce and come 


back into fraternal relations with us. ... Many... 
demand at once to know . . . whether we propose to co- 
erce our Southern brethren. . . . Ali I have to say on 


that subject is, that so long ago as the time of Sir Thomas 
More, he discovered, and set down the discovery in his 
writing, that there were a great many schoolmasters, and 
that while there were a very few who knew how to instruct 
children, there were a great many who knew how to whip 
them. I propose to have no question on that subject, but 
to hear complaints, to redress them if they ought to be 
redressed, and if we have the power to redress them, and 
I expect them to be withdrawn if they are unreasonable, 
because I know that the necessities which made this Union 
. are stronger to-day than they were when the Union 
was made, and that those necessities are enduring, while 
the passions of men are short-lived and ephemeral. I be- 
lieve that secession was stronger on the night of the 6th of 
November [election night] . . . than it is now. That is 
now some fifty days since, and I believe that every day’s 
sun which set since that time has set on mollified passions 
and prejudices, and that if you will only give it time, sixty 
days’ more suns will give you a much brighter and more 
cheerful atmosphere.”*® 
In this extemporaneous after-dinner talk, Seward 
showed all of the traits of temper, and all the convictions 
of mind, which governed his policy in the ensuing months. 
His optimism, his levity, his forbearance, were in evidence. 
And along with these came his overriding convictions that 
the bonds of Union were actually unbreakable, that time 
would heal the difficulties without the use of force, and 
that, at bottom, the people of the South were loyal to the 


56. Speech in New York Herald, Dec. 24. In Baker, ed., Works of 
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Union. In his assertion that South Carolina would aid 
New York in case of foreign invasion, one finds even the 
germ of his famous proposal to win back the South by 
provoking foreign war.”’ 

As Seward’s policy unfolded, it showed the perfect fidel- 
ity with which he adhered to these views, for it was ob- 
viously adapted to facilitate the type of reconciliation 
which he envisioned.*® There is no need to examine his posi- 
tion further at this time, except to observe that if he later 
came to doubt the happy ending which he predicted, he 
gave no sign of it.®*® He held tenaciously to his expectation, 
encouraged by certain Southerners, who predicted the 
peaceful return of the seceding states. John A. Gilmer of 
North Carolina, later a member of the Confederate Con- 
gress, assured him that, “If the border states can be re- 
tained, Mississippi, Louisiana and Texas will soon be back. 
If the others never come back, there will be no great loss. 
But I believe Georgia and Alabama will also soon want 
to return.’ Gilmer was apparently sincere in his predic- 
tions, but other Southerners, who spoke similarly, were 
motivated by ulterior purposes. When Confederate Com- 
missioners came seeking recognition, in March, they were 
careful to encourage what they regarded as Seward’s de- 
lusion, for they knew that his efforts to achieve a peaceable 
reconstruction might facilitate a peaceable separation. “It 
is well,” wrote John Forsyth, “that he should indulge in 
dreams which we know are not to be realized.”® But 

57. See below, pp. 368-371. 

‘68. See below, Chapters X and XI. 

59. Gouverneur Kemble to Martin Van Buren, Jan. 24: “Seward... 
maintains that all will be right after a short time, and the seceding 
states glad to return into the Union.” Van Buren MSS. “Seward ridi- 
culed the idea of serious civil war, and then and thereafter renewed his 
bond for peace in sixty days, only to be protested from month to 
month and from year to year.” McClure, Lincoln and Men of War 
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60, Gilmer to Seward, Mar. 8 (also Mar. 7 and 12), in Bancroft, 
Seward, Il, 545-547. 


61. Forsyth, C. S. A. Commissioner, to Robert Toombs, Mar. 8, quoted 
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though an occasional fire-eater may have imposed upon 
Seward, primarily he was not the dupe of the secessionists. 
Basically, his miscalculation grew out of the nature of his 
mind and temperament. With these factors shaping his 
opinion, he felt such assurance of a peaceful reconciliation 
that he was quite capable of voting against the Crittenden 
resolutions without thinking of war as a likely eventuality. 
Probably no public man in the North rejected the alterna- 
tive of compromise with more complete ignorance of the 
grimness of the alternative which remained. 

While Seward voiced his opinions with almost promiscu- 
ous freeness, Lincoln continued to refrain from making 
any statement foreshadowing his presidential policy. His 
partnership with Seward enabled him to maintain this pas- 
sive policy, for he could devolve upon his Secretary-elect 
the leadership of the party until the inauguration, and 
could thus avoid active participation himself. 

Consequently, Lincoln gave but few advance indications 
that he relied upon Southern loyalists to reconstruct the 
Union without compromise and without war. When the 
time arrived for him to announce himself, he gave abun- 
dant proofs, by word and by act, that his policy was di- 
rected toward that objective. To discuss them at this point 
would be in advance of the narrative, but it is distinctly 
pertinent to record that the President-elect had already 
showed and continued to show a complete misunderstand- 
ing of the Southern temper, and a complete misconception 
of the extent of the crisis. On this misconception, his later 
policy was constructed. 

For the first evidence of this, one may go back as far 
as 1856, when Lincoln had declared, in a speech at Galena, 
that “All this talk about the dissolution of the Union is 
humbug, nothing but folly.” “Humbug,” as it happens, 
is the same term which Seward applied to secession in his 
speech at the Astor House four years later. But did Lin- 


62. Speech at Galena, Ill., Aug. 1 [7], 1856, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., 
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246 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


coln himself still apply it after four years of sectional 
strife? Evidently he did, for during his election campaign 
he told a correspondent that he received from the South 
many assurances that “in no probable event will there be 
any very formidable effort to break up the Union. The 
people of the South have too much of good sense and good 
temper to attempt the ruin of the government. . . . At 
least, so I hope and believe.”® 

This is to say that Lincoln shared with his party the 
pre-election belief that the secession threat would not be 
executed. After the election, he, like other Republicans, was 
brought abruptly to a situation where he must either re- 
orient his views or blink the facts. He took the easier and 
more dangerous course. This error he betrayed emphati- 
cally in the remarks which he prepared for Trumbull’s 
speech at Springfield in November. In that speech, one 
may recall, Trumbull was made to say, “Disunionists per 
sé, are now in hot haste to get out of the Unicn, precisely 
because they perceive they can not, much longer, maintain 
apprehension among the Southern people... . With 
such, ‘Now, or Never’ is the maxim. . . . Iam rather glad 
of this military preparation in the South. It will enable the 
people the more easily to suppress any uprisings there, 
which their [the secessionists’] misrepresentations .. . 
may have encouraged.’’** 

Late in November, then, Lincoln still believed that the 
secessionists were sowing the seeds of their own destruc- 
tion. If any single event ought to have startled him out of 
his complacency, one would swppose that the formal seces- 
sion of South Carolina might have done it. After a period 
of seventy years of steady growth from thirteen states to 
thirty-three, the Republic was for the first time reduced, 
when, on December 20, one of the original thirteen, with all 
solemnity, withdrew. It was an event to chill the warmest 
optimism, to shake the most fixed ideas, and to impress 

63. Lincoln to John B. Fry, Aug. 15, 1860, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., 
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the least impressionable. It concerned no man more deeply 
than Lincoln. Yet he did not spend the day of that action 
meditating the problems involved, or taking counsel of his 
associates as to what his course should be, or waiting at 
the telegraph for news from Charleston, as he later awaited 
news from northern Virginia. He spent it discussing cabi- 
net appointments with Thurlow Weed, and when Weed 
tried to bring him to a recognition of the crisis, he replied 
that “while there were some loud threats and much mut- 
tering in the cotton States, he hoped that by wisdom and 
forebearance the danger of serious trouble might be 
averted, as such dangers had been in former times.”® 
Later in the winter, two of his most intimate associates, 
Herndon and Ward Lamon, found him as oblivious to the 
crisis as Weed had found him. Herndon afterward wrote 
that, during the last winter in Springfield, Lincoln said 
that he “apprehended no such grave danger to the Union 
as the mass of people supposed would result from the 
Southern threats,” and that “She could not in his heart 
believe that the South designed the overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment.”°* Lamon was the witness of similar remarks by 
Lincoln, and was one of the few men who did not loyally 
forget them later. When he afterward wrote his life of 
Lincoln, he distinguished it among Lincoln biographies 
by pointing out explicitly that his subject had hoped for 
a peaceful restoration of the Union, even after the forma- 
tion of the Southern Confederacy.” 

Lincoln’s unrealistic perception was, of course, highly 
significant insofar as it contributed to his opposition to 
compromise, and as it entailed, later, an unrealistic policy 
which did not save the country from war. But, after the 
defeat of compromise in December, his views did not again 
operate to shape the course of events until March. In the 
interim, the immediate problem was not whether Lincoln 
would involve the government in war, but whether it would 
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be at peace when he came to the presidency, and whether 
insuperable obstacles to reunion would appear before he 
could attack the problem. The prevention of such develop- 
ments and the maintenance of the existing status were es- 
sential prerequisites for the successful launching of the 
new administration. To achieve these ends was a delicate 
and absorbing task requiring the utmost skill of a resource- 
ful leader. The task fell, of course, to Seward, and the 
story of Republican policy during January and February 
is largely the story of Seward’s successful efforts to keep 
the situation open for the incoming administration. 


CHAPTER X 
PREREQUISITES TO REUNION 


committee, until the inauguration of Lincoln, the 

history of Republican policy is, throughout, the his- 
tory of an effort to facilitate an expected Unionist reaction 
in the South, and to guard against any developments 
which might prevent a harmonious reunion. This was in 
no sense a policy of concession, for that would involve 
“appeasing,” and thus strengthening, the secessionists. 
For the cultivation of a true Unionist reaction, it was be- 
lieved that the secessionists must be left free to destroy 
themselves by leading the cotton states into an untenable 
situation. 

To persons who held this view, the act of secession, 
itself, was not a cause for alarm. Senator Fessenden wrote 
in February that, “We have become so accustomed to the 
secession movement that it frightens nobody.” On January 
17, with four states out of the Union, Henry Adams said, 
“TI regard the critical point as passed.” The New York 
Herald, habitually alarmist, forgot itself to the extent of 
saying, early in the same month, that the passing of the 
crisis resulting from Major Anderson’s move to Fort 
Sumter gave new hope for peace. Cooler than any of these, 
William H. Seward blandly remarked, two days after the 
defeat of the compromise, that, “We shall . . . see the 
fuller development of the secession movement,” and after 
the secession of the Gulf states was almost complete he 
observed that, ‘Either the revolution grows more mod- 
erate, or we become more accustomed to it, and society 
begins to resume its tone.”* These attitudes were charac- 


\ROM the defeat of the Crittenden Compromise in 
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teristic, and, paradoxical though it may seem, the Repub- 
lican leaders as a class regarded the secession movement 
with remarkable calm. They had reckoned that it would 
wax, and they reckoned with equal confidence that it would 
wane, so soon as the cotton states should experiment with 
independence. 

But this does not mean that they approached the crisis 
with complete insouciance. On the contrary, the more 
thoughtful among them clearly understood that they were 
staking everything on their ability to maintain a very deli- 
cate status while the expected reaction worked itself out. 
As part of this status, they felt it necessary to maintain an 
assertion of the national authority, and as a tangible sym- 
bol of this they attached great importance to the position 
of Major Anderson in Charleston Harbor.” Moreover, the 
maintenance of the government intact, and the protection 
of the capital were problems that caused grave concern, 
for with many Southern sympathizers in the government 
service and with the city of Washington lying wholly 
within the slave states, there was a possibility that the 
army, the navy, or some other essential branch of the Fed- 
eral organization might be betrayed, or even that the capi- 
tal might fall into the hands of secessionists. Any such 
occurrence would have greatly impaired the prospect of 
a peaceful reunion. 

The success of Republican policy, therefore, depended 
on the maintenance of Federal authority in full vigor. 
to his family, Dec. 24 and Feb. 3, in Seward, Seward, JI, 483, 502. 
The crisis to which the Herald alluded was not the secession crisis, but 
the crisis resulting from Carolinian threats to fire on Anderson after he 
moved from Moultrie to Sumter. 
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South Carolina batteries. All these events were publicly known, and 
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But, at the same time, it also required that such authority 
be exercised with forbearance and tact, in order to avoid 
war, which would be ruinous to the cause of reunion. 

Furthermore, while upholding Federal claims and avert- 
ing hostilities, so as to leave the way clear for reconstruc- 
tion, 1t behooved the Republicans, by some means, to keep 
the Border states voluntarily in the Union. So long as 
these Border states remained, the seceded cotton states 
might be expected to feel a sense of inadequacy in their 
independence, and a kinship with the Unicnist slave states 
which would draw them back to the Union. But if all the 
slave states should secede, the difficulties of reconstruction 
would be much increased. 

Thus the Republican responsibilities were multiple and 
urgent. If the policy of voluntary reconstructicn were to 
be fulfilled, at least three prerequisites must be satisfied: 
first, the Buchanan administration must be prevented 
from betraying the national authority, and the Lincoln 
administration must be launched without disorder ; second, 
armed conflict must be averted; and most important, the 
Border states must be retained in the Union. To these ob- 
jectives, the Republicans dedicated themselves in the first 
months of the year 1861. 


The leader of the Republicans in this new phase was 
Seward. His leadership was far firmer than it had been 
at the opening of Congress. Whereas he had failed con- 
spicuously in December to assume an effective control, or 
even to exert himself perceptibly, his action in the month 
followmg was vigorous and decisive. 
'  Seward’s sudden renewal of self-confident activity ap- 
parently resulted from his new relationship with Lincoln. 
As late as December, he had still felt hurt and sensitive 
because his party had refused him the nomination. He had 
felt little inclination to assume the function of leadership 
where the status of leadership had been denied, or to ex- 
pose himself to repudiation by the President-elect. But in 
January, his position was altogether different. By that 
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time Lincoln had offered him the State Department. This 
offer solaced his wounded feelings, and aroused in him 
the liveliest expectations of dominating the new admin- 
istration. He was not disillusioned of this prospect until 
after April 1, when the President politely declined his offer 
to assume full responsibility for the conduct of the govern- 
ment. Meanwhile, from December 28, when he accepted 
Lincoln’s offer, until April 1, when he learned its limita- 
tions, he assumed that he was head of the state, and, one 
must add, acted with the energy and decision appropriate 
to that post. Jeremiah S. Black alluded to his ego et meus 
rex attitude, and sarcastically dubbed him the “Wolsey of 
the new administration.’ Others, also, noted his tendency 
to overestimate himself, but, on this point, it will suffice 
to quote his own statements that, “Only the soothing words 
which I have spoken have saved us,” and (when he aban- 
doned an impulse to renounce the portfolio of State), ‘I 
did not dare to go home, or to England, and leave the 
country to chance.’ 

Thus Seward’s réle in January, with his new dignity 
and his new responsibility, was far more conducive to 
action than his position in the previous month. But it is 
also true that the task of January was a more congenial 
one. In December, the problem was to formulate a policy 
with reference to compromise. But in January, it was to 
play for time, to improvise, to maintain good will, to 
equivocate skillfully. It was in this type of action that 
Seward was most gifted. Therefore, he assumed command 
of the situation with a promptness and an effectiveness 
which led Henry Adams to believe, in mid- -January, that 
Seward “is now . . . virtual ruler of this country? 
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The first task of Seward, in preparing the way for a 
reunion, was to take care that the national authority and 
the Federal functions should be maintained in full vigor, 
and transmitted without obstruction or disorder to Lin- 
coln. This duty was rendered especially difficult by the fact 
that the Republicans had no authority in the administra- 
tion and, moreover, had no way of knowing what occurred 
in its councils. Thus they were doubly helpless, inasmuch 
as they could not invoke governmental force to protect 
national authority, and could not even exercise surveillance 
to detect disloyalty. Consequently, they seemed almost 
helpless against two contingencies: first, that Buchanan 
might abandon the Federal cause in the South by sur- 
rendering the Federal property there; second, that the 
secessionists might profit by the disloyalty or the supine- 
ness of the administration, to strike a vita! blow to the gov- 
ernment, or to prevent it from passing into Republican 
hands. Thus, Southern partisans might betray the national 
defense, obstruct the counting of the electoral vote, resist 
the inauguration of Lincoln, or even seize the capital 
itself.® 

All these perils frightened the Republicans at one time 
or another, but the first to alarm them was the possibility 
of an abandonment of Federal property in the South. On 
December 28, when Seward accepted Lincoln’s offer of the 
State Department, and assumed active command of the 
party, the question of Fort Sumter was at a critical stage. 
Two days before, Major Robert Anderson had moved his 
forces in Charleston Harbor from Fort Moultrie to Fort 
Sumter. This had enraged the Carolinians, who regarded 
the movement as a violation of a pledge, given, as they 


6. New York Herald, Feb. 2 (Washington, Feb. 1), said, “It is in 
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. . . Third, to take the capital by violence and prevent his inauguration.” 
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claimed, by President Buchanan, not to alter the status of 
the forts. On the same day that Seward agreed to serve 
under Lincoln, commissioners from South Carolina for- 
mally demanded that Sumter be evacuated. For three days 
following, Buchanan wavered in indecision which he did 
not throw off until two of his cabinet officers exacted a re- 
jection from him as the price of their continuance in the 
administration. Meanwhile, the people of the North waited 
in extraordinary suspense to know whether the national 
authority would be upheld. Finally, on December 31, the 
President refused to accede to the South Carolina demand, 
and the first crisis subsided. 

Even before it was passed, however, other fears for the 
government began to be manifest. Early in January these 
fears grew into panic, as half of Washington awaited a 
Southern attempt to seize the capital. The idea of such a 
coup d’état today seems unconvincing. But to residents of 
Washington, it was vividly real. The Richmond Enquirer 
had used menacing language; Va!landigham of Ohio had 
asserted that Lincoln would not be inaugurated without 
resistance ;’ Edwin Stanton was busily engaged in spread- 
ing alarms;® and rumor credited Henry Wise of Virginia 
with an intention to march on the capital with a force of 
25,000 “minute men.” It was even regarded as a most 
sinister thing that Wise had been to South America, and 
had there observed the technique of revolution.® Few Re- 
publicans doubted that Washington would need a new 
Horatius to hold the Potomac bridge against this terrible 
man,’ and the residents expected the town “to be de- 
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stroyed by fire and sword.’’!! So susceptible were Wash- 
ington nerves, that a salute in honor of the admission of 
Kansas sent panic darting through the town.” 

Seward himself was by no means immune to these fears. 
He wrete Lincoln categorically that “a plot is forming to 
seize the capital on or before the 4th of March. . . .”% 
To Mrs. Seward he transmitted a report that the mayor 
and 2,000 conspirators designed to deliver Washington 
to the secessionists. To Weed also, he expressed his fears.'4 

The fear for the capital subsided as abruptly as it had 
flared up. On January 10, Lyman Trumbull was of the 
opinion that “the danger of an attack on Washington is, 
I think, over.” Eleven days later, Seward informed Weed 
that “The plots against the city are at an end.” Early in 
February, a special committee of Congress reported that 
it had discovered no plan to commit acts of violence against 
the government.” 

But though Wise and his 25,000 ceased to trouble the 
capital’s peace of mind, other hazards remained. The Re- 
publicans still feared obstruction in the counting of the 
electoral vote on February 13, and, even more, they feared 
violence at the inauguration. They were, as they realized, 
very vulnerable at both of these points. The counting of 
votes could not be conducted without the compliance of 
by Henry Adams (Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Jan. 2, in Ford, ed., 
Henry Adams Letters, 1858-1891, p. 76. “I tell you we have just es- 
caped a cursed dangerous plot.”) Adams remarked in another letter to 
his brother that Sumner was “the most frightened man round; not per- 
sonally, that I know of, but in believing and repeating all the reports 
and rumors round town.” Letter of Jan. 17, in ibid., p. 80. Margaret L. 
Bailey wrote to Chase, Jan. 19, “Lovers of excitement think Washing- 
ton was never more attractive than now.” Chase MSS. 

11. Henry Adams to C. F. Adams, Jr., Dec. 29, in Ford, ed., Henry 
Adams Letters, 1858-1891, p. 75. 

12. Mrs. Lyman Trumbull to her son, Jan. 26, in White, Trumbull, 
p. 122. 

13. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 29, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 265. 

14, Letters of Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 28, Jan. 8; to his wife, Dec. 
29, Jan. 18; to Weed, Dec. 29; in Seward, Seward, II, 486-488, 493, 497. 

15. Trumbull to Lincoln, Jan. 10, in White, Trumbull, p. 147; Seward 


to Weed, Jan. 21, in Seward, Seward, II, 497. 
16. See below, p. 262. 
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the Senate—a body with a Democratic majority, and with 
a presiding officer openly sympathetic to the secessionists. 
Where such opportunities for obstruction were present, 
many Republicans expected to encounter resistance. 
Henry Adams observed, two weeks beforehand, that “It is, 
or is said to be, more than probable that some attempt or 
other will be made to prevent the counting of votes and 
declaration of Lincoln’s election.” Lincoln himself was 
apprehensive of difficulty at this point, and a very tense 
atmosphere prevailed in the Capitol when the count was 
made.!’ Despite apprehensions, the counting proceeded in 
routine fashion, but this development did not at all allay 
Republican fears for the inauguration. If a small group 
of senators could have blocked Lincoln’s election, it was no 
less true that a small body of armed men could have pre- 
vented his induction into office. The Republicans lacked 
the authority necessary to safeguard themselves against 
violence. Because of this lack, because of the extremely 
public nature of the inauguration, and because of the ele- 
ment of personal danger involved, party leaders probably 
feared the fourth of March even more than the electoral 
count preceding it. 

Their fears were greatly augmented, before the inaugu- 
ration, when detectives for the railway on which Lincoln 
planned to travel, and agents acting for the army, arrived 
independently at the conclusion that an attempt might be 
made on the life of the President-elect when he passed 
through Baltimore. These alarms resulted in Lincoln’s 
secret journey to Washington.'* This dramatic episode 
set a tone of apprehension for the inauguration, and the 
event was awaited with great anxiety throughout the 
North. Lincoln himself had anticipated the possibility of 

17. Letter to Henry Adams, Jan. 31, in Boston Advertiser, Feb. 2; 
Lincoln to Seward, Jan. 3, in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, 
VI, 90; L. E. Chittenden, Recollections of President Lincoln and his 
Administration (New York, 1891), pp. 36-39, 40-46. 


18. For a complete and fully documented account of this affair, see 
Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 302-316. 
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violence.'® Seward had warned him of the existence of “all 
kinds of apprehensions of popular disturbance and dis- 
orders connected with your assumption of the Govern- 
ment.’”*® These fears did not abate as the inauguration 
came nearer, and it was not until Chief Justice Taney had 
administered the oath of office that people “ceased to 
speculate as to the probabilities of ‘a bead being drawn on 
Mr. Lincoln.’ ”*? Charles Francis Adams was only one of 
thousands who “drew a long breath” when the new Presi- 
dent left his carriage to enter the White House safely.?? 

Thus, for more than two months, a series of hazards 
kept the Republicans in a state of constant alarm, and, 
as they thought, constantly imperiled the incoming ad- 
ministration. In December it had been the possibility of 
evacuation or of hostilities at Sumter; in January, the 
threat of a seizure of Washington; in February, the 
hazard of counting the electoral votes; in March, danger 
that Lincoln’s assassination might be attempted, or that 
violence might prevent his inauguration. Each of these 
situations seemed to jeopardize the installation or the 
potential effectiveness of the Lincoln government. And 
even an attempt by Southerners, whether successful or 
not, to take advantage of one of these situations, would 
have destroyed the delicate equipoise whose maintenance 
was necessary for a peaceful reconstruction of the Union. 

Amid these hazards, real and imaginary, there was not 
much that the Republicans could do, devoid as they were 
of administrative authority. But they could remain on the 
alert against any betrayal in the administration; they 
could exercise a legislative supervision over the executive 

19. Herndon and Weik, Lincoln, pp. 492-493. 

20. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 28, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 264. 

21. C. F. Adams, Jr., Autobiography, p. 97-99, quoting an account by 
himself in the Boston Transcript, Mar. 7, 1860. 

22. Ibid., p. 99. On the day after the inauguration, Mary Mann wrote 
to Chase, “When Horace brought me in the paper this morning with his 
finger pointing to the words ‘No Disturbance,’ his face was flushed 


and he could not speak. It is an education for boys to live in such a 
time. . . .” Chase MSS. 
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departments; they could enlist the aid of army officers 
against potential violence; and all of these things they 
did—largely under the guidance of Seward. 


By the very nature of his position, Seward’s opportuni- 
ties for getting first-hand information of administration 
policy were extremely limited. With the President, Seward 
had no social or official intercourse.”* He was on better 
terms with the Secretary of State, Jeremiah S. Black, and 
there were occasions when he visited the State Department 
and conferred with Black freely. Once the Secretary even 
tried to reconcile North and South by persuading Seward 
to accept, as a basis of settlement, simply the Constitution 
and laws as interpreted by the judiciary. This implied an 
acceptance of the Dred Scott decision, which Seward re- 
fused.** He continued to see Black whenever he wished, 
but the relationship was not at any time an intimate one, 
and Seward had no visible means of learning what took 
place in the inner circles of the administration. 

As early as December 29, however, Seward began to 
send to his family, to Thurlow Weed, and to Lincoln, re- 
ports suggesting a most remarkable knowledge of affairs 
in the cabinet.” In communicating these items to Lincoln, 
he added the significant comment, “At length I have gotten 
a position in which I can see what is going on in the coun- 


cils of the President. . . . You must not imagine that I 
am giving you suspicions and rumors. . . . I know what 
I write.”’”° 


23. Seward to Henry Wilson, June 6, 1870, in Henry Wilson, “Jere- 
miah S. Black and Edwin M. Stanton,” in Atlantic Monthly, XXVI, 
(1870), 464465, 

24. Letter to Black to C. F. Adams, Sr., entitled “The Character of 
Mr. Seward,” in Black, ed., Essays and Speeches of Black, p. 156. For 
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see Black, “Letter to Henry Wilson,” in the Galaxy, XI (Feb., 1871), 
267, and Baker, ed., Works of Seward, V, 454, 457-459. 

25. Seward to Weed, and to members of his family, Dec. 29 and 30. 
Letters in Seward, Seward, II, 487-488. 

26. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 29, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 
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Seward gained his knowledge of the administration’s 
policy—or lack of it—from an astonishing source. His 
informer was no less a person than the Attorney General, 
Edwin M. Stanton—as devious a conniver as American 
public life has produced. The initiative, of course, came 
from Stanton, for Seward would hardly have solicited the 
Attorney General to act as a spy on his own administra- 
tion. But Stanton, through his friend Peter H. Watson, 
who was also a friend of Seward, offered to keep Seward 
informed of developments in the administration. Seward 
accepted this offer unreservedly; Watson, acting as in- 
termediary, called on him daily, and transmitted oral and 
written messages between the two principals. Through 
this channel, Seward received much secret information— 
which was less reliable than he supposed. He obtained per- 
mission to tel] Lincoln of the arrangement, and on a few 
important matters he was authorized to reveal the source 
of his information to certain other party leaders. But, 
for the most part, the entire communication was kept 
secret; he and Stanton met only once, and then by chance, 
in a hasty and embarrassed street encounter.” 

Seward, who rather fancied himself as the player of a 
deep game, seemingly had no conception of what a master 
intriguer he was engaged with. He apparently supposed 
that he was the only recipient of Stanton’s revelations, 
but, in fact, he was only one of several. For Stanton was 
/ also meeting Sumner furtively after midnight to tell him 
hair-raising tales of conspiracy in the high places; he was 
spreading abroad a sensational story of his single-handed 
battle against the forces of treason in the cabinet; he was 
even engaged in leaving notes, at designated hiding places, 
where his confederates could find them and read, perhaps, 


27. All of these facts are developed in a letter of Seward to Henry 
Wilson, June 6, 1870, in Henry Wilson, “Black and Stanton,” in Atlantic 
Monthly, XX VI, 464-465. They are evidently of higher authority than 
Seward’s son’s garbled recollection that Stanton came in person, using 
the name of Watson. Seward, Seward, II, 492. Weed wrote a statement 
of the Seward-Stanton arrangement in 1865, and it appears in Barnes, 
Weed, p. 332. It agrees substantially with Seward’s later letter. 
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that the Secretary of the Navy was a traitor who must be 
arrested immediately, “or all will be lost.’’** 

But the true importance of Seward’s connection with 
Stanton lay not in the theatrical aspects of the affair, nor 
in the specific information which was transmitted, but in 
the protection of the Republicans against surprise. After 
the Seward-Stanton arrangement was perfected, there was 
no longer any possibility that a secretly prepared act of 
the administration could catch the Republicans entirely 
unprepared. If Buchanan had chosen to surrender the 
forts, Lincoln would have been warned in time to offset the 
surrender by announcing an intent to retake them.” If 
conspirators in the administration had attempted to be- 
tray the army, the navy, the capital, or the government, 
Seward would have been prepared to expose such plans to 
publicity, and to array Congress against them. 

The connection with Stanton assured Seward of infor- 
mation of disloyal acts, but it provided him with no means 
for combating them. So long as the Democratic party re- 
mained in office, he could not invoke governmental action 
against secessionist plots. But, in the absence of power, 

28. For accounts by credulous Republicans, who participated in this 
melodrama, see Henry L. Dawes, “Edwin M. Stanton, One Chapter of 
His Life,” in The Congregationalist and Boston Recorder, XXII, No. 
2, p. 1 (Jan. 13, 1870), and “Washington the Winter Before the War,” 
in Atlantic Monthly, LXXII (1893), 162-164; Henry Wilson, “Edwin 
M. Stanton,” in Atlantic Monthly, XXV (1870), 234-238, and “Black 
and Stanton,” in ibid., XXVI (1870), 463-475. 

Gideon Welles asserted distinctly that Seward did not know of 
these other activities of Stanton. A. Howard Meneely, “Three Manu- 
scripts of Gideon Welles,” in American Historical Review, XX XI (1926), 
492. 

‘A letter of Lyman Trumbull to Gov. Yates of Ill., Jan. 2, 1861, in 
White, Trumbull, p. 120, suggests that he, too, had secret information 
from the cabinet—probably from Stanton, directly or indirectly. Appar- 
ently Zachariah Chandler, too, received his promiscuous confidences. 
Anon., Zachariah Chandler, An Outline Sketch (Detroit, 1880), p. 186. 

Jeremiah S. Black attempted to prove that Stanton had not divulged 
cabinet transactions (“Senator Wilson and Edwin M. Stanton,” in 
The Galaxy, 1X [1870], 817-831), but was forced to concede his error 
(“Letter to Henry Wilson,” in The Galaxy, XI [1871], 257-276). 


29. Lincoln contemplated issuing such an announcement. Lincoln to 
Trumbull, Dec. 24, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected Lincoln Letters, p. 173. 
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he relied upon publicity as a means of deterring acts of 
violence. As an instrument of publicity, he resorted to that 
familiar device, the congressional investigating committee. 

A committee well adapted to Seward’s purposes had 
been formed in the House on January 9. It consisted of 
five members, who were authorized to investigate the re- 
lations between the administration and the South Carolina 
secessionists—especially as Charleston Harbor was con- 
cerned. The originator of this committee is difficult to 
identify, for the congressman—William A. Howard of 
Michigan—who moved that the committee be organized, 
was not acting on his own initiative. He later revealed that 
he had merely been selected to introduce the measure, in 
order that he might be chairman of the committee. He be- 
lieved that Stanton had devised the plan, which was trans- 
mitted to him by a third party. This intermediary, and, 
perhaps, co-originator, was, in all likelihood, Seward.*° 

But whatever part he had in establishing the committee, 
Seward converted it completely to his own uses when he 
wished to investigate, and thus intimidate, disloyal 
schemers in Washington. For this purpose, he drew an- 
other resolution: ‘Resolved, that the select committee of 
five be instructed to inquire whether any secret organiza- 
tion hostile to the Government of the United States exists 
in the District of Columbia; and if so, whether any official 
or employé of the city of Washington, or any employés or 
officers of the Federal Government, in the executive or 
judicial departments, are members thereof.”*’ He then 
arranged for Galusha A. Grow of Pennsylvania to intro- 
duce this resolution in the House.** Accordingly, it was 

30. Cong. Globe, p. 295-296. 

Howard did not explicitly state that there was an intermediary, but 
it is implied in his statement that he believed Stanton had prepared 
the resolution; yet that he did not see Stanton at any time during the 
crisis. William A. Howard to Attorney General Hoar, Feb. 7, 1870, 
in Henry Wilson, “Black and Stanton,” in Atlantic Monthly, XXVI, 
of Cong. Globe, p. 572. 


32. Galusha A. Grow gave information on this matter to Frederic 
Bancroft in 1894. Bancroft, Seward, II, 20. 
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presented and passed, over heated but ineffective opposi- 
tion, on January 26.*° 

The committee failed to disclose anything very star- 
tling. It held hearings, at which the mayor of Washington, 
the chief of Capitol police, and others were questioned, 
but unless bar-room threats be taken literally, no plot was 
unearthed. At times there was a distinct note of anti- 
climax, as, for instance, when it developed that the meet- 
ings of a certain Democratic marching club were held 
secretly in order to evade creditors and not to hatch insur- 
rection. After less than two weeks’ investigation of such 
unheroic matters, the committee reported that, if any 
plan to seize the capital or prevent the inauguration had 
ever existed, it was contingent on the secession of either 
Maryland or Virginia, or both, and the sanction of one of 
these states.** 

Measured by this final report, the committee was a fiasco. 
Probably it disappointed Seward and everyone else who 
had credited the rumors current in Washington. But if he 
could not claim great success for it, Seward would never 
admit that it was a failure. His chief object, as he later 
insisted, was to serve notice on the disaffected that Con- 
gress was on the alert to detect and expose disloyal acts.* 

As a further measure of precaution, both Lincoln and 
Seward sought to cultivate an understanding with Lieu- 
tenant General Winfield Scott, the ranking officer of the 
army. Lincoln had gained an early opportunity to open 
communication with the aged general, when Scott sent to 
him a printed copy of his “Views” of October 29. This 
document, with its complaisance toward peaceable seces- 
sion, could hardly have elicited Lincoln’s unqualified ap- 
proval. But he seized the occasion, nevertheless, to estab- 


33. Cong. Globe, p. 572. There was no roll call. 

34. Report of the Select Committee of Five on Alleged Hostile Or- 
ganization Against the Government Within the District of Columbia, 
p. 2, passim, in Reports of Committees of the House of Representatives, 
36th Cong., 2nd sess., Vol. II, No. 79. 
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lish a cordial relationship with Scott, and, to this end, 
he thanked him for “this renewed manifestation of his 
patriotic purposes as a citizen, connected as it is with his 

. . most distinguished character as a military captain.” 
Scott was not receiving many such laudatory responses to 
his “Views,” and he was not immune to Lincoln’s blandish- 
ments. Consequently, in December, in a conversation with 
Elihu B. Washburne, he spoke very highly of Lincoln. 
When Washburne informed Lincoln of this, the President- 
elect again utilized the opportunity for a response. He 
requested Washburne to “present my respects to the gen- 
eral, and tell him, confidentially, I shall be obliged to him 
to be as well prepared as he can to either hold or retake the 
forts, as the case may require, at and after the inaugura- 
tion.” Soon after, when Senators Cameron and Baker 
visited in Springfield, Lincoln made them the bearers of 
verbal messages to Scott, in which, apparently, he ex- 
pressed concern as to the possibility of violence at the 
inauguration. Scott assured Cameron that order would be 
maintained, and also wrote to assure Lincoln directly. 
Lincoln again expressed fulsome appreciation. But evi- 
dently he was not entirely satisfied with these extremely 
general assurances, or perhaps he mistrusted the Unionism 
of a general whose ‘“‘Views” indicated a gentleness toward 
secession, and whose breeding was Virginian. Because of 
his misgivings, Lincoln sent Thomas 8. Mather, Adjutant 
General of Illinois militia, to interview Scott. Mather was 
instructed to learn what precautions were being planned, 
and to determine, as far as possible, whether Scott was 
entirely loyal. The meeting of the two men resulted in a 
report to Lincoln that there was no reason to doubt Scott’s 
ability or his loyalty. Apparently this report set at rest the 
last of Lincoln’s doubts, and from that time forward he 
felt confident that he could rely upon the support of the 
army.*® 

36. For the communication between Lincoln and Scott, see Nicolay 


and Hay, Lincoln, III, 249-250, account quoting or citing letters Lin- 
coln to Scott, Nov. 9; Washburne to Lincoln, Dec. 17; Lincoln to Wash- 
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While Lincoln courted Scott’s favor from a distance, 
Seward cultivated him at close range. He did this quietly, 
for it was his consistent policy, throughout the critical 
winter, to disclose his activities as little as possible. Yet it 
appears that he established himself in intimate and influ- 
ential relationship with the general. Bancroft’s intensive 
study of Seward led him to conclude that the two men 
were co-ordinating “like hand in glove.’’*” In this simile, 
it is evident that Scott was the glove, manipulated by the 
Seward hand. 

Seward’s intimacy with, and ascendancy over, Scott left 
few written remains, and therefore it cannot be recon- 
structed in detail. The extent of this influence, however, 
is suggested by a number of revealing episodes. For in- 
stance, when Scott received reports of a plot to assassinate 
Lincoln, when passing through Baltimore, he did not in- 
form Lincoln, or any official of Baltimore, or any official 
of the administration. Instead he informed the Senator 
from New York,** and left it to Seward to take necessary 
precautions. Again, it is a very suggestive fact that, 
whereas Scott’s first public commentary on the crisis took 
the form of a letter addressed to President Buchanan, his 
second letter of advice, on Mareh 3, was not addressed to 
President Lincoln, but to his Secretary of State.*® In this 
letter, Scott stated that certain of his ideas had been sug- 
gested by Seward, in conversation, and, indeed, there are 
strong indications that Seward was the author of the letter, 
as well as of the ideas.*° Another item, less important but 
no less revealing, was recorded by William H. Russell. On 
April 10, he, Seward, and Edward Bates were invited to 
burne, Dec. 21; Cameron to Lincoln, Jan. 8; Scott to Lincoln, Jan. 4; 
and Lincoln to Scott, Jan. 11. 

For the account of Mather’s mission, see Jesse W. Weik, “How Lin- 
coln Was Convinced of General Scott’s Loyalty,” in Century Magazine 
LXXXI (Feb., 1911), 593-594. 

37. Bancroft, Seward, II, 124. 

38. Scott to Seward, Feb. 21, in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 311. 

39. Scott to Seward, Mar. 3, in Winfield Scott, Autobiography (New 
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dine with General Scott. During the dinner, a message 
was handed to Scott. He read it and handed it to Seward 
and Bates, but not to Russell, who did not learn, therefore, 
that it was, probably, news of Beauregard’s demand for 
Anderson’s surrender. After much head-shaking, Scott 
started to pocket the message, but was stopped by Seward, 
who suggested that it ought to be destroyed, lest it fall 
into unfriendly hands. Scott burned it forthwith.’ Al- 
though this is not a matter of any intrinsic importance, 
there is something very arresting in the picture of a 
civilian—even the Secretary of State—telling the rank- 
ing officer of the army, especially when that officer was Old 
Fuss and Feathers, to burn an important military com- 
munication. The little episode bears eloquent witness to 
the ascendancy which Seward had established over the 
head of the army.*? 

The success with which Lincoln and Seward had culti- 
vated Scott’s good will was indicated by the energy which 
the general displayed in guarding against any violence 
to Lincoln, or any interference with his election. If Scott 
erred, in fact, it was in the excess of his zeal. For it was 
one of his men who reported plots against Lincoln in 
Baltimore, and thus caused the President-elect to make 
his unfortunate night journey to Washington.** Moreover, 
on two occasions which seemed especially crucial, Scott 
made open and vigorous display of military force. First, 
at the count of the electoral vote on February 13, he posted 
guards at the entries to the Capitol and at the doors lead- 
ing to the floor and the galleries of the House. Since the 
galleries were closed except to those with tickets from 


41. William Howard Russell, My Diary, North and South (London, 
1863), I, 109-110. Charles Winslow Elliot, Winfield Scott, the Soldier 
and the Man (New York, 1937), p. 709, surmises that the news, not 
revealed to Russell, was of Beauregard’s demand. 

42. Henry Adams wrote to C. F. Adams, Jr., Jan. 26, “Scott and he 
[Seward] rule the country and Scott’s share in the rule is but small.” 
Ford, ed., Henry Adams Letters, 1858-1891, p. 83. 

43. Report of Col. Charles P. Stone to Scott, Feb. 21, in Nicolay 
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members of Congress, the effect of Scott’s action was to 
guard the proceedings of Congress from any outside 
tumult and to deny admission to all but the invited guests 
of congressmen.** Second, on the day of the inauguration, 
he made an even stronger show of force. Double files of 
cavalry flanked the carriage in which Lincoln and Bu- 
chanan rode. A company of sappers and miners marched 
before the carriage, and infantry and riflemen followed 
it. A small force of regular cavalry was detailed to guard 
the street intersections, and to move from one to another 
during the progress of the procession. The Capitol was 
heavily guarded, and the precautions even included the 
posting of sharpshooters on the roofs of houses along 
Pennsylvania Avenue, to watch the windows of houses on 
the opposite side.*® As the inaugural procession left the 
Capitol on March 4, Charles Francis Adams, Jr., found 
General Scott in a carriage, surrounded by mounted staff 
officers, at a street intersection overlooking Pennsylvania 
Avenue.*® There he could survey the whole scene as if it 
were a battlefield. Not everyone approved of this military 
display, and the anonymous “Public Man” complained 
of it in his diary as a “deplorable display of perfectly 
unnecessary, and worse than unnecessary, military force 
which marred the inauguration. . . .”*" 

To such criticism as this, Seward might have replied 
that the important fact was that Lincoln had been safely 
inaugurated. Since January, the Republicans had escaped 
the dangers of surrender at Charleston, of betrayal in the 
government, of a coup détat at Washington, of the 
assassination of Lincoln, and of violence to prevent 
Lincoln’s formal election and inauguration. Naturally, 
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Seward did not attribute this entirely to chance. As he 
reviewed the events of the three preceding months, he 
must have reflected that the success of his party in escap- 
ing these dangers was largely due to his activities. The 
party had obtained correct secret information showing 
it when and where to be vigilant; this information, he had 
secured from Stanton. It had shown itself alert to detect 
disloyalty ; this alertness, he had exhibited by arranging 
for the Committee of Five to investigate plots against 
Washington. It had received the full protection of the 
military ; this he had facilitated by his intimate connection 
with General Scott. 

In these circumstances, Seward felt that he had been 
instrumental in carrying his party safely past one of the 
obstacles to peaceable reconstruction—the hazard that 
national authority might be transmitted to the Republi- 
cans in a badly impaired condition, or that it might not 
be transmitted to them at all. 


The real difficulty of the task which Seward had set for 
himself lay not in the necessity of maintaining the govern- 
ment functions unimpaired, nor in the problem of avoid- 
ing the outbreak of war, but in the achievement of both 
objects at the same time. His cherished plan of peaceable 
reconstruction was of such a nature that it could be ruined 
either by belligerence or by supineness in the government. 
A policy strong enough to cause war in Charleston Harbor 
would ruin the plan as completely as a policy weak enough 
to recognize the validity of secession. 

Therefore, Seward faced the responsibility of steering 
between two hazards and avoiding each without running 
into the other. Much of what he did in pursuance of this 
dual purpose was, of necessity, secret. The record, there- 
fore, is fragmentary and inferential, but, scant as ne oy 
it indicates that Seward desired an understanding with the 
Carolinians for the maintenance of the status quo at 
Charleston, and it proves that he restrained his own party 
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from adopting measures that would give offense to the 


South. 


When Major Anderson moved his troops from Fort 
Moultrie to Fort Sumter on December 26, the whole 
country assumed that conflict was imminent. Two days 
later, South Carolina’s Commissioners demanded that 
Federal troops be withdrawn from Charleston Harbor al- 
together. Though this was their formal demand, they 
would, in fact, have been well satisfied to have Buchanan 
disavow Anderson’s act, and order him back to Fort 
Moultrie.*® The Republicans, of course, deplored the 
thought of any concession and most of them rejoiced in 
Anderson’s bold act. Neither Seward nor any other Re- 
publican of importance wished to see Anderson removed 
altogether. 

In these circumstances, Seward’s plan of reconstruction 
required that the Carolinians should be induced not to 
precipitate a conflict. At the same time, the public en- 
thusiasm of his party for Anderson’s move made it neces- 
sary that Seward should not openly advocate any recession 
from the position at Sumter. If he should move to secure 
the recall of Anderson’s act, it was necessary that he do 
so with the utmost secrecy. What he did in the circum- 
stances was done with great secrecy. Yet there are evi- 
dences that Seward placed himself in communication with 
the South Carolina Commissioners, to aid them in secur- 
ing Anderson’s return to Fort Moultrie. The fullest evi- 
dence of this startling behavior was left by that mysterious 
diarist who has never been identified except as a “Public 
Man.” On December 28, the Public Man received a visit 
from James L. Orr, one of the South Carolina Commis- 
sioners. Orr told his host that ““He had seen Mr. Seward 
during the day, who had fully agreed with him that Ander- 


48. Sen. Hunter of Va., acting for the Carolinians, tried, on Dec. 
30, to persuade Buchanan to return Anderson to Moultrie. Narrative 
of William H. Trescot, who secured Hunter’s services, in Crawford, 
Story of Sumter, p. 159, 
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son’s movement was a most unfortunate one, and had 
suggested that the matter might be arranged if South 
Carolina would evacuate Fort Moultrie and allow Ander- 
son to reoccupy that post, both parties agreeing that 
Fort Sumter should not be occupied at all by either.” 
After this astonishing announcement, Orr continued to 
express his confidence that Buchanan would issue the order 
for Anderson’s reoccupation of Moultrie. He anticipated 
this outcome with more optimism than the circumstances 
seemed to warrant, and Public Man pressed him for a 
reason. On this point, Orr was reticent: “he hesitated a 
little, and finally told me that Mr. Seward had given him 
reason to think the decision could be brought about 
through the influence of Senator » whose term 
expires in March, but who has great personal weight 
with the President, and, as a Southern man by birth and 
a pronounced Breckenridge [sic] Democrat, no incon- 
siderable hold upon the more extreme Southern men, 
particularly of the Gulf States. Mr. Seward, in fact, told 
him that the subject had been discussed by him with this 
gentleman last night pretty fully, and that he thought 
Mr. Buchanan could be led to see that the crisis was an 
imminent one, and must be dealt with decisively at once.’’* 
In short, this says that Seward was in communication 
with one of the commissioners of secession, and that he 
was secretly engaged with a Southern-born, Breckinridge 
Democrat to undo the very act which had made Major 
Anderson the hero of the Republicans. Certainly it is not 
a story to be believed on the unsupported word of an 
anonymous and unauthenticated diarist. It is not to be 
believed on such evidence, even though Seward later held 
communication with the Commissioners of the Confederate 
States, and urged Lincoln to evacuate the fort.” 
However, the word of the Public Man is supported by 
the testimony of the mysterious Senator . This 
anonymous figure was evidently William M. Gwin of 


49. “Diary of a Public Man,” Dec. 28, in North Am. Rev., CXXIX, 128. 
50. See below, pp. 344-349, 355-356. 
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California,*' for no other member of the Senate conformed 
to Orr’s description of a senator whose term expired on 
March 4, and who was a Breckinridge Democrat, born in 
the South but, it is implied, representing a non-Southern 
state (if he had been a Southern man by residence, Orr 
would not have emphasized that he was a Southern man 
by birth). In the identification of Gwin on these points, 
moreover, it is suggestive that he was a good friend of 
Seward and later served him in other delicate negotia- 
tions.°? 

Gwin offered partial corroboration of Orr’s story in an 
article written about 1881. In this, he reviewed his friend- 
ship with Seward, and then, turning to the events of the 
crisis, declared that, “I was so thoroughly convinced of 
Mr. Seward’s sincerity that I agreed to use all the influ- 
ence I . . . could bring to bear on the outgoing adminis- 
tration . . . to prevent its throwing any obstacles in Mr. 
Lincoln’s way, should he be disposed to adopt Seward’s 
policy. This was for Mr. Lincoln, upon his inauguration, 
to let things remain in statw quo until, by a wise policy, he 
should induce the seceded states to resume their former 
condition.”*? In general terms this coincides with Orr, 
for it indicates that Seward had adopted, during the 
Buchanan administration, a policy of maintaining the 
status quo. If Seward arrived at this policy as early as 
January 1, and applied it to the Charleston situation, he 
must have favored sending Anderson back to Moultrie, 
for the removal to Sumter had constituted a sharp de- 


51. William M. Gwin, 1805-1885, was born in Sumner County, Tenn.; 
studied medicine at Transylvania University; practiced medicine at 
Clinton, Miss., 1828-1833; served as Representative from Miss., 1841- 
1843; moved to New Orleans about 1844; and moved again, to Cali- 
fornia, 1849. He was Senator from California, 1850-1861; was later 
interested in the movement of Southerners to Central America; was 
twice imprisoned for political reasons, 1861, 1865; and died in obscurity 
in New York City. 

52. See below, pp. 343-344. 

53. William M. Gwin, “Gwin and Seward. A Secret Chapter in Ante- 
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parture from the status quo. Therefore it is safe to assert 
that, as early as December, Seward adopted a position 
which he maintained throughout—that concessions should 
be made so far as necessary to avoid precipitating a con- 
flict in Charleston Harbor. If this meant moving Anderson 
back to Moultrie in December, Seward accepted it; if it 
meant evacuating the harbor altogether in April, he still 
accepted it. If it meant imposing a policy on an opposition 
President, by indirection, he undertook the task quite as 
readily as he later sought to shape his own President’s 
policy from within the cabinet. 

After Buchanan refused the South Carolina demands, 
and after the Star of the West was repelled from Charles- 
ton Harbor, matters again simmered down. Buchanan was 
wary of entering into any agreement, but, without pledges 
being exchanged, there developed a tacit understanding 
that the status of Fort Sumter should remain unchanged. 
It was later asserted by Gideon Welles and others that 
Seward participated in this understanding and ‘“‘was, on 
the change of administration, to carry forward the non- 
reinforcement of Sumter.’°* Whether Seward actually 
entered into any such agreement can not be determined. 
But if the fact were established, it would not substantially 
alter what is already known. If the fort stood in the way of 
peaceable reconstruction, Seward was, at all times, pre- 


54, Morse, ed., Welles Diary, I, 12. “In the course of the winter, Mr. 
Seward came to an understanding, as was alleged and as events and 
circumstances indicated, with certain of the leading Secessionists. 
Among other things it was asserted that an agreement had been en- 
tered into that no assault should be made on Fort Sumter, provided 
the garrison should not be reinforced. Mr. Buchanan was to observe 
the status thus understood during the short remaining period of his 
administration, and Mr. Seward, as the coming premier, was, on the 
change of administration, to carry forward the policy of non-reinforce- 
ment of Sumter.” 

The principal reason for doubting this statement is that, if Seward 
had actually made any such promises, he would almost certainly have 
been publicly denounced by the Southerners when the terms were not 
fulfilled. 

Welles was consistently hostile to Seward, and was always prepared 
to believe the worst of him. 
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pared to sacrifice it. In Washington, his policy was firm, 
even militaristic; in Charleston, at the same time, it was 
conciliatory and yielding. Yet both were directed toward 
the same object: the status quo must be maintained and a 
clash averted until the Unionist reaction could take effect 
in the South. 


Another serious threat to the precarious peace of the 
secession winter was the warlike attitude of the radical 
Republicans. Many of this group, men like Preston King 
and Zachariah Chandler, were ever ready to castigate the 
South orally, and, if opportunity offered, to adopt threat- 
ening legislation. Men of this stamp caused Seward much 
annoyance by their intemperate utterances, and more 
serious concern by their demands for a policy of force. It 
was characteristic of him that he let no sign of impatience 
escape him publicly, but, occasionally, in letters to his 
family, his vexation burst out. Once he declared himself 
“the only hopeful, calm, conciliatory person” in Wash- 
ington. ‘There is no courage, or courtesy, and not one 
word is said to disarm prejudice and passion, and en- 
courage loyalty.” At another time, he observed that two- 
thirds of the Republican senators were as reckless as the 
South; and at still another, he exclaimed: ‘““Mad men 
North, and mad men South, are working together to pro- 
duce a dissolution of the Union, by civil war.’’** 

But in dealing with the zealots, Seward showed charac- 
teristic adroitness. Perceiving that they viewed the possi- 
bility of adjustment with distaste, he made no effort to 
persuade them of its desirability, but addressed to them 
an argument to which he knew that they would be sus- 
ceptible: they must cast the responsibility, in case of war, 
clearly upon the South. This argument he used very ef- 
fectively. Thus, in a letter to the editor of the radical 
Republican Independent, he defended his course by say- 
ing: “Twelve years ago, freedom was in danger, and the 


55. Seward to his wife, Jan. 18; his family, Jan. 13; his wife, Jan. 
23; in Seward, Seward, II, 496-497. 
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Union was not. I spoke then so singly for freedom that 
short-sighted men inferred that I was disloyal to the 
Union. . . . Today, . . . freedom is not in danger and 
the Union is. . . . Now, therefore, I speak singly for 
Union, striving, if possible, to save it peaceably; if not 
possible, then to cast the responsibility upon the party of 
slavery.”°® A similar argument, used even more skillfully, 
was employed to still the truculent voice of George S. 
Boutwell. This radical Republican, speaking in the Wash- 
ington Peace Conference, had marched his rhetorical 
armies to the Gulf in a highly bellicose manner. News of 
the speech reached Seward, of course, who sent for Bout- 
well “‘and read to him a long editorial from an ardent 
secession newspaper in Richmond, warning. . . that 
Seward was merely temporizing with the South so as to 
get the new administration firmly settled in power. 
Seward’s tones . . . convinced the caller that the article 
explained his aim, and that, therefore, it was important 
for the Republicans to avoid arousing the Southerners.” 

All in all, Seward had a deft touch. He used the accusa- 
tions of his opponents to mislead his partisans as to his 
motives. Moreover, he admitted his policy and thereby con- 
cealed his purpose. As the Richmond secessionists believed, 
and as some Republican extremists were led to believe, 
Seward was temporizing. They were right in this belief. 
But instead of detecting his true purpose, which was to 
gain time for a Unionist reaction in the South, they 
wrongly supposed that he was merely deferring the 
struggle until he should be in an advantageous position to 
begin it. Republican zealots caused him less trouble so 
long as they believed this, so he encouraged them in their 
delusion, and minimized his aversion to force. 

The restraint of extremist individuals, however, was of 
minor importance compared with the restraint of the party 
as a whole. It is a singular and strangely neglected fact 


56. Seward to Joseph P. Thompson, editor of the Independent, Feb. 
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that the Republicans did not make a concerted effort to 
enact any legislation for the coercion of the secessionists. 
During the crisis, they frequently pointed to Andrew 
Jackson’s policy in the Nullification Crisis as a model for 
Buchanan.** But seemingly they never adopted it as a 
model for themselves. They admired Jackson’s dramatic 
nationalism, but they made no effort to re-enact the lapsed 
provisions of his Force Bill. That Act had provided that, 
when a Federal district or circuit judge should report the 
existence, in any state, of obstruction of the Federal au- 
thority by a force too powerful to be subdued by the usual 
officers, the President should issue a proclamation demand- 
ing the cessation of such obstruction. If it continued, he 
should then suppress the resistance by armed force. 

This measure was no longer in operation in 1860, and 
its revival would have been a timely and appropriate action 
for men who regarded secession as treason. But the Re- 
publicans permitted an entire session of Congress to elapse 
without pressing for the adoption of this or any other 
coercive measure. In the Senate, no legislation of this 
type was considered at all; in the House, a few coercive 
measures were introduced, but no determined effort was 
made to secure their enactment, although the Republican 
party was dominant in that chamber. By a strange para- 
dox, the radicals, who knew no policy except force, showed 
no resolution in preparing to exercise it. 

The brief inglorious history of two of these bills will 
show how feebly they were supported. One of them was the 
identical Force Bill which had been enacted during the 
Nullification Crisis of 1833. Representative John A. Bing- 
ham of Ohio introduced this measure in the House,®® on 


58. The lament, “Oh! for an hour of Andrew Jackson!” was current 
among the Republicans. Montgomery Blair, inviting Lincoln to occupy 
a room in the Blair home, wrote, Dec. 8, “it is the room which General 
Jackson intended to occupy after he left the White House, ... and 
we Blairs would be delighted for you to begin where he left off.” Blair 
MSS. 
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December 31. It went to a committee of which he was 
chairman, and he reported it back to the House, on Janu- 
ary 3.° There a spirited discussion arose as to what place 
the bill should have in the order of business, and the whole 
matter was finally put aside, with the understanding that 
consideration should be resumed on the following Tuesday. 
But on the following Monday, the House blandly ad- 
journed over to Wednesday, and the measure was ig- 
nored.** Bingham complained, on January 22, that his 
measures met “with but little favor on either side of this 
House,”®* and the House proceeded to justify his worst 
suspicions by neglecting his measure until March 2, when 
it failed to give the two-thirds majority necessary to 
suspend the rules and bring the measure to a vote. After 
it was too late, the Republicans voted 97 to 2 in favor of 
suspending the rules, and the House as a whole gave a 
majority of 103 to 62. But despite this nominal evidence 
of Republican approval, it is apparent that if the Re- 
publicans had earnestly desired the passage of the meas- 
ure, they would not have let the whole session pass without 
using their majority to force the measure to a favorable 
vote. 

Another “force” bill, which fared slightly better, was 
introduced by Benjamin Stanton, and was designed to 
extend executive control of the militia. Under existing 
law, as interpreted by the Attorney General, the Presi- 
dent was not empowered to call out the militia to put down 
a general insurrection against the authority of the United 
States.** The House Committee on Military Affairs there- 
fore reported a bill, on February 18, remedying this de- 
ficiency, and authorizing the acceptance of certain classes 
of volunteers.* The measure was debated, February 19, 
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20, and 21, and was bitterly denounced by Democrats as a 
virtual declaration of war.®* Consideration was then post- 
poned until February 25. On that day and the next there 
was more debate,” followed by a motion to postpone the 
measure again until February 28. Stanton opposed this 
motion on the ground that further delay would preclude 
all possibility of securing the concurrence of the Senate, 
and that “if this case goes over till Thursday, there is an 
end to it.” Despite his opposition, the motion carried,” 
and the bill was apparently killed. By March 1, however, 
the bill had been revived, and Southern Unionists were 
extremely anxious lest it pass. On that day one of these 
Unionists, Alexander Boteler of Virginia, determined to 
seek the intercession of Lincoln, who was then in Washing- 
ton. Accordingly, he called at Willard’s, where the Presi- 
dent-elect welcomed him with assurances of a desire to 
reach an understanding with Southern Unionists. Boteler 
thereupon explained his mission and earnestly asserted 
that “the passage of this Force Bill will paralyze the 
Unionists of Virginia.” As Boteler relates it, Lincoln pon- 
dered the matter, finally smiled, and said, ‘“‘Well, I’ll see 
what can be done about the bill you speak of. I think it 
can be stopped and that I may promise you it will be.” 
After cautioning Boteler not to publicize this promise, 
Lincoln diverted the conversation to more general topics, 
and there the interview ended. 

The extent to which Lincoln intervened in pursuance of 
his promise is not known. At the night session of March 
66. Ibid., pp. 1031-10338, 1066, 1097-1098, appendix, pp. 231-234. 

67. Ibid., pp. 1201-1202, 1225-1232. 
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1, however, Stanton made a final effort to bring his bill 
to passage. To thwart this attempt, John Cochrane, New 
York Democrat, moved to adjourn. “It was well under- 
stood on both sides of the House,” wrote Boteler, “that 
Cochrane’s motion involved the fate of the Force Bill.” On 
the ensuing roll call, adjournment carried, 77 to 60, and 
Stanton’s measure was never brought to a vote.” 

While no coercive legislation reached a direct vote in 
the House, none even reached the floor of the Senate. Here, 
once more, the hand of Seward is in evidence. At the open- 
ing of Congress, a “force” bill was proposed in a caucus of 
Republican senators. The measure was debated, and there 
it ended. The only clew to the fate of the proposal lies in 
one sentence from Seward to Weed: “I, with . . . diffi- 
culty, got them to drop that subject, at this immature 
time.”"* Later, Seward received complaints from the Vir- 
ginia Unionists that the coercive measures in the House 
were injuring their cause. Sherrard Clemens wrote, in a 
letter forwarded to Seward, “Bingham of Ohio and his 
force bill has [sic] done us more injury than an invading 
army.” Alfred Barbour wrote to Seward directly, “Force 
Bills . . . paralyze the Union men here.” Joseph Segar, 
another Virginia Unionist, told him, “the passage of this 
force bill will take from us the strong foothold that we 
have.”’? These letters, one may surmise, found their way 
to the appropriate members of the House, and contributed 
to the Republican indifference which allowed the coercive 
measures to die. 

Another evidence of the mildness of Republican policy 
at this time is to be found in the territorial acts which were 
passed at this session. Three territories—Dakota, Colo- 


10. Cong. Globe, p. 1336. Stanton spoke in favor of his bill on Mar. 
2 (ibid., appendix, pp. 300-302), but no attempt to secure a vote was 
made at that time. 

71. Seward to Weed, Dec. 3, in Barnes, Weed, p. 308. 

72. Sherrard Clemens, Richmond, Feb. 18, to ; Alfred M. 
Barbour, Richmond, Feb. 21, to Seward; Joseph Segar, Washington, 
Feb. 21, to Seward; in Bancroft, Seward, II, 536-539. 
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rado, and Nevada—were organized. But, although Re- 
publicans possessed a majority in the House throughout 
the session, and in the Senate after the withdrawal of 
Southern senators, no effort was made to provide for the 
exclusion of slavery in the acts of organization.’* On pre- 
vious occasions, Republicans had fought bitterly to insert 
into territorial acts specific clauses prohibiting slavery. 
But now, for the first time when there was prospect of 
success for such an attempt, the territorial acts were per- 
mitted to pass almost without debate, and without a 
slavery-exclusion clause being offered on the floor of 
either house. Speaking of the Colorado Act, Senator Wade 
frankly announced: “The different sides of this chamber 
could not agree in carrying out the principles that they 
contend for. The one side intended to make the Territory 
slave territory ; and the other contended that there should 
be a prohibition of slavery in the territorial bill. Finally 
we agreed informally . . . we talked the subject over, 
and both sides, feeling the necessity of having a territorial 
organization there, agreed that there should be nothing 
said about slavery in the territorial organization, one way 
or the other, and the bill was framed with that view.’ 

Radical Republicans and administration Democrats 
had agitated the territorial question for a decade, and 
had thus brought the country to the brink of war. By a 
profound irony, they now at last voted together, a few 
weeks before the bombardment of Fort Sumter. 


- If Seward paused on March 4, as he may well have done, 
to compare the situation which he transmitted to Lincoln 
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with the situation which he had confronted when he re- 
sumed the leadership of his party in Congress, he must 
have found substantial cause for satisfaction. All hazards 
to the national capital had been safely passed; the danger 
of betrayal in the government had been averted; and 
Lincoln had been elected, transported to Washington, and 
inaugurated, without mishap. Thus, the national au- 
thority had been transmitted to the new administration 
unimpaired. At the same time, measures that would excite 
Southern hostility, and thus prevent reconstruction, had 
been avoided. The situation in Charleston Harbor had 
been stabilized in such a way that there was no immediate 
prospect of a conflict there. The force bills which had 
menaced the South during the session were now buried in 
the files of rejected measures, while three new territorial 
acts had been adopted without any attempt being made 
to insert clauses for the exclusion of slavery. Thus, no 
measure had been enacted which could be regarded as an 
aggression upon the South. Two of Seward’s great objects 
had been achieved: the government had been protected, 
and peace had been preserved. Both of these accomplish- 
ments had been difficult. Both had been attained only by 
energetic, though unpublicized, exertions. 

But neither had presented such difficulties, nor de- 
manded such skill, nor concerned Seward so deeply as the 
attainment of his third objective—that of holding the 
Border states in the Union, to induce the Gulf states to 
return. 


CHAPTER XI 
THE SECESSION FEVER IN QUARANTINE 


‘ , Y HEN the secession movement is viewed in retro- 
spect, the initial withdrawals, of South Caro- 
lina and the other cotton states, appear deci- 
sive, while the later secession of the states of the upper 
South seems of secondary importance. Inasmuch as nearly 
all historical accounts accept this emphasis, it is particu- 
larly important to note that Seward and his associates 
were largely preoccupied, not with the action of the Gulf 
states, but with the vital decisions to be taken in the Bor- 
der slave states. Until events had sealed South Carolina’s 
Ordinance of Secession with blood, Seward regarded the 
measure as a tentative one, and he anticipated without 
dismay that a similar gesture would be made by most of 
the states of the lower South. Before Congress met, he 
assured Weed that “South Carolina is committed. Georgia 
will debate. Time will operate favorably, but she probably 
follows. Florida will precipitate. Mississippi and Alabama 
likely follow. But by that time passion begins to give 
place to perplexity, as to whether it is best to conciliate 
or fight.” Shortly after, he could inform his family, with 
perfect composure, that “We shall . . . see the fuller 
development of the secession movement.” Even while ad- 
vising Lincoln of the futility of trying to arrest the seces- 
sion movement at once, Seward added this optimistic 
prophecy: ‘The United States of America, their Consti- 
tution, their Capital, their organization, in all its depart- 
ments, and with all its military and naval forces will stand, 
and pass without resistance into your hands. There will 
be several, perhaps all, of the slave States, standing in a 
contumacious attitude on the 4th of March. Sedition will 
be growing weaker, and loyalty stronger, every day, from 
the acts of secession as they occur.”? 


1, Seward to Weed, Dec. 2, in Barnes, Weed, p. 307; to his family, 
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From the outset, then, Seward allowed for a temporary 
secession, which he regarded almost with equanimity. It 
was not his program completely to forestall secession; 
rather, he expected to reverse it. But the reversal could 
not be achieved without the aid of the Border states, and 
as the cause of Union went into eclipse from South Caro- 
lina to Texas, he perceived with increasing anxiety that 
his program of reconstruction would fail if the Border 
states were lost. 

The retention of this Northern tier of slave states 
seemed essential for a variety of reasons. First, the seces- 
sion of Virginia and Maryland, or either of them, would 
lead, so Seward believed, to an attack on the capital, and 
this open war would destroy the good will which was 
prerequisite to reunion. The complete confidence with 
which he held this view is evident from his advice to Lin- 
coln, on the Inaugural Address. He warned that, if cer- 
tain passages were not deleted, it would “give such advan- 
tages to the Disunionists that Virginia and Maryland will 
secede, and we shall within ninety, perhaps within sixty, 
days be obliged to fight the South for this capital, with a 
divided North for our reliance, and we shall not have one 
loyal magistrate or ministerial officer south of the Po- 
tomac. In that case the dismemberment of the republic 
would date from the inauguration of a Republican Ad- 
ministration.” 

The loyalty of the Border states seemed essential to 
reconstruction, secondly, because the Gulf states would not 
feel their inadequacy outside of the Union unless they 
were left in a conspicuous minority. If only five or six 
states should secede, they were expected to experience a 
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sense of ineffectuality, and to feel the pettiness of their 
new republic. If fifteen went out, however, they would 
constitute a Confederacy scarcely less formidable than 
the remaining Union. Many people commented on this 
aspect of the secession movement. Ex-Governor Tallmadge 
of New York predicted that “if the border slave states 
will maintain their position in the Union all will come 
right without a drop of blood being shed.” Postmaster 
General Horatio King wanted the North to make conces- 
sions, in order to “take the wind out of the sails of seces- 
sion in all the border States,” because he believed “this 
would dampen the ardor of the rebels further South.” One 
of Seward’s Virginia correspondents asserted that with- 
out the Border states “the squad of traitors in the extreme 
South cannot exist”?; another declared to him that the 
projects of the cotton-states secessionists “cannot cul- 
minate to success without the aid of the border states.” If 
the entire slave-state group should secede, however, it was 
generally recognized that reconstruction would be im- 
possible. Belmont expressed to Seward his opinion that the 
states could not be brought back once they had formed a 
Confederacy with fifteen members. Moses Grinell observed 
that great anxiety as to the Border existed in New York 
City, and that “the sentiment is strong that if the Border 
states withdraw, the Union is gone.” Senator Fessenden 
wrote, “The secession of South Carolina, if it goes no 
farther, is simply ridiculous. If Mississippi, Georgia, Ala- 
bama, Florida, and Louisiana join her, still the effort will 
be a puny one, but if all of the Slave states are dragged 
into the vortex, the result will be separation.” Seward him- 
self observed cheerfully that, if the Border states did not 
join the Confederacy, it would fail automatically, for want 


of support by the states which were expected to adhere to 
ite 
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In a third aspect, the Border states were important as 
the lure by which the lower South was to be drawn back 
into the Union. It was recognized that, after the acts of 
secession, South Carolina and her associates could not be 
won back without a certain amount of wooing. This could 
not be accomplished by New Englanders. But so long as 
some slave states remained under the old flag—especially 
such parent states as Virginia and Kentucky—past tradi- 
tions and cultural homogeneity would tend to draw the 
seceding South back toward the Unionist South, and thus 
back toward the Union. The Border states could act as 
mediators in case of an adjustment; or they could lead 
the reaction of Southern Unionism against secession, as 
no Northern state could possibly do. James Barbour had 
all this in mind when he urged Seward to “make the 
V[irginiJa . . . influence the potent instrument of sav- 
ing the Union. So arrange it as to secure the credit . . . 
to the conservative influences of this state and you at once 
clothe these influences with the power to recall the depart- 
ing states.” John A. Gilmer stressed the same view when 
he repeatedly told Seward that, if the Border states could 
be retained, the cotton states would soon be back. Charles 
A. Davis was thinking along related lines when, speaking 
of the New York financial community, he said, ‘‘We 
all look now to the Border States—the only rightful 
umpires—in adjusting this complicated question.” Seward 
himself endorsed the same concept of the réle of the Border 
states when he later urged that Sumter ought to be sur- 
rendered, because such action would hold the Border 
states, and that would impel the seceding states to return.‘ 
Bancroft, Seward, II, 532-534, 539-541; Belmont to Seward, Jan. 17, 
in Belmont, Letters, pp. 46-47; Fessenden, Dec. [?], in Fessenden, 
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It must also be recognized that the Border states were 
no less necessary for the successful prosecution of a war 
than for the successful avoidance of one. Later, the para- 
mount importance of these states lay in their military 
value, and, if it were not for other evidence, one might 
suppose that Seward’s leading motive was, as he let Bout- 
well believe, simply a concealed purpose to isolate the Gulf 
states before attacking them. Probably he did not ignore 
the fact that his policy was appropriate for war, as well 
as for peace. But the entire tenor of all his utterances, 
private as well as public, his treatment of the Confederate 
Commissioners, and, especially, his desire to evacuate 
Sumter, show that he cherished the Border, not as an 
essential military asset, but as a bridge over which the 
lower South could be brought back to the Union. 

As the adherence of the Border states to the Union grew 
to seem increasingly vital, it also began to appear more 
attainable. As late as December 26, Seward had observed 
that “Nothing could certainly restrain them, but the adop- 
tion of Mr. Crittenden’s compromise,” but a few days 
later he saw hopes of holding them on more reasonable 
terms, and on December 29 he told Weed that the Border 
was growing more moderate, and could probably be held 
by a proposal for a convention of all states.° By the end 
of the next month, he was deeply preoccupied with efforts 
to confine secession to the Gulf states, and, in a letter to 
Lincoln, in which he scarcely mentioned any other topic, 
he said, “The appeals from the Union men in the border 
States for something of concession or compromise are very 
painful, since they say that without it their States must all 
go with the tide, and your Administration must begin 
with the free States meeting all Southern States in a 
hostile Confederacy. Chance might render the separation 
“Virginia will act as mediator; will try to unite all the southern States 
on some ultimatum; and... if the price is not too outrageous, they 


will be back in the Union before six months are over.” 


5. Seward to Lincoln, Dec. 26; Seward to Weed, Dec. 29; in Seward, 
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perpetual. Disunion has been contemplated and discussed 
so long there that they have become frightfully familiar 
with it. . . . This is the dark side of the picture. Now 
for the brighter one. Beyond a peradventure, disunion is 
falling and Union rising in the popular mind. Our 
friends say we are safe in Maryland, and Mr. [Robert E.] 
Scott and others tell us that union is gaining rapidly as 
an element in Virginia.” By this time, Seward was already 
engrossed in the enterprise which remained his primary 
concern until the inauguration—the project of stemming 
the secession tide in the Border states.® 

Before he turned to this specific problem, Seward had 
stated his general policy on January 12, in a Senate 
speech which was one of the most important at that session 
of Congress. He always appreciated the advantage that 
comes of speaking infrequently, and he had not delivered 
a full-length address since the opening of the session. 
Meanwhile, formal announcement of his selection as 
Secretary of State had appeared, and people who had 
wearied of waiting for revelations from Springfield now 
looked to Seward for indications of the policy of the new 
administration. Public interest, therefore, was keen, and 
Seward capitalized it fully by announcing in advance 
that he would speak. The result was a scene quite dramatic. 
Three hours before Seward spoke, the Senate galleries 
were filled, and they later became so crowded that when a 
boy fainted in the crush, he was passed out over the heads 
of the densely packed spectators. A mob of would-be 
auditors jammed the corridors, invaded the cloakrooms, 
and overflowed into the gallery of the House. Several 
hundred yisitors were reported to have come from Balti- 
more—their presence was the outward sign of an alliance 
(which will require further notice) between Seward and 
Henry Winter Davis, the political master of that city. “It 
seemed as though all Washington were there.” In this 
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setting, Seward took the floor at one o’clock and spoke for 
about two hours." 

The remarkable speech which followed began with the 
declaration, by Seward, that he did not intend to engage 
in crimination, nor to discuss the right of secession, or of 
coercion. After expressing his disbelief in Congressional 
compromise, he then proceeded to the true thesis of his 
speech. This was the contention that the Union was not 
only a political Union, but a physical, social, economic, 
lingual, racial, religious, traditional Union, which could 
not be disintegrated by mere political action. “Our 
country,” he observed, “remains . . . one whole well- 
connected and fertile region, . . . with climates and soils 
hardly more various than those of France or of Italy. 
This slight diversity quickens and amplifies manufacture 
and commerce. Our rivers and valleys, as improved ... , 
furnish us a system of highways unequaled in the world. 
The different forms of labor, if slavery were not perverted 
to purposes of political ambition, need not constitute an 
element of strife in the Confederacy. . . . We are in fact, 
a homogeneous people, chiefly of one stock, with accessions 
well assimilated. We have, practically, only one language, 
one religion, one system of Government, and manners and 
customs common to all. Why, then, shall we not remain 
henceforth, as hitherto, one people?’ This was the burden 
of the whole speech. Seward pointed out at length the 
insecurity, the dissensions, the economic stress, the loss of 
prestige, which would fall upon everyone if the Union 
should be dissolved. He dwelt lovingly on the pride with 
which he had seen an American man-of-war sail into a 
foreign harbor, and pictured the contrasting humiliation 
when American ships, flying diverse flags, would be con- 
temptuously dismissed as coming “from one of the obscure 
republics of North America.” He asserted also that the 
seceding Gulf states would share the full extent of the 

7. Accounts of the speech by “a listener,” in Baker, ed., Works of 
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common loss and that this was so palpable a truth that he 
would not trouble to argue it. Near the end of his speech, 
he also indicated certain points which he would concede. 
He admitted the wrongfulness of the Personal Liberty 
Laws; he agreed that the Southern states were entitled to 
regulate slavery for themselves, to receive back their 
fugitive slaves, and to expect the suppression of such 
incursions as the John Brown raid; he expressed himself 
in favor of two railroads—one Southern, and one North- 
ern—to the Pacific; and he hastened past the territorial 
question with a rather feeble statement of regret that he 
could not support a division of the territories into two 
states, because constitutional obstacles prevented any 
arrangement for further subdivision. But, essentially, he 
placed no reliance upon either concession or coercion as a 
means of holding the Southern states. His sole purpose 
was to bring the South to a realization that its best inter- 
est lay with the Union, and thereby to secure its loyalty. 
Meanwhile, he said, he would ‘meet prejudice with con- 
ciliation, exaction with concession . . . and violence with 
the right hand of peace.’® 

The speech differed completely from his Astor House 
speech in tone, and agreed with it completely in point of 
view. Again Seward showed an extraordinary apprecia- 
tion of the physical, economic, and social forces which 
tended to strengthen the Union—forces which most public 
men had failed to grasp. Like Daniel Webster’s Seventh 
of March speech, Seward’s speech of January 12 stressed 
the importance of physical conditions, and the relative 
unimportance of political measures in solving the national 
problems. But, like Webster, Seward found his utterances 
poorly received by men who were preoccupied with immedi- 
ate policy, and not with ultimate truth. 

In some quarters the speech was welcomed. Crittenden 
paid his tribute with tears, shed during the delivery of 
the address. Lincoln wrote, “Your recent speech is well 
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received here, and, I think, is doing good all over the 
country.” August Belmont expressed his “sincere admira- 
tion.” John Bigelow reported that the speech disappointed 
people, but offended no one, while “it would have offended 
. many if it had satisfied the expectations . . . of 
any.” Chase felt that it was “not so wrong as I feared 
. . . not so good as I hoped.” But most Republicans did 
not qualify their damnation even with such faint praise 
as this. The T'ribune compared the speech to Webster’s 
Seventh of March Address, unaware that it complimented 
one because it mistook both. Sumner wrote to Samuel G. 
Howe, to Whittier, and to Chase, that Seward had read the 
speech to him in advance of delivery, and that “I protested 
with my whole soul, for the sake of our cause, our country, 
and his own good name.’ Seward’s other Republican col- 
leagues were less severe in their condemnation, but only 
four of them congratulated him on the speech, and there 
was-even an effort, later, to censure it in caucus.?° 
The most pointed criticism, however, was a remark more 
forthright than any of these. With brutal directness, Sena- 
tor Hemphill of Texas said, ‘That would have been a fine 
address for the Fourth of July, but we are going to 
secede.”*? Hemphill probably did not wish to be convinced, 
but, in any case, he had touched the fundamental weakness 
of the speech. Certain states were in process of secession, 
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and no matter how much cosmic truth Seward’s address 
contained, it did not contain anything to stop the process. 
Furthermore, the process had to be stopped, according to 
Seward’s own view, if not in the lower South, at least in 
the Border. 

There were not many secessionists per se in the Border, 
and the people there were strongly disposed to exalt the 
Union. But they believed in the institution of slavery, 
they sympathized with the demands of slave-owners, and, 
though they would not have demanded the Crittenden 
Compromise as the price of their adherence to the Union, 
they regarded the terms of the compromise as perfectly 
equitable, and therefore they resented its rejection by the 
Republicans. Even more they resented the Republican 
refusal to offer any other solution of the territorial ques- 
tion—virtually, the Republican refusal to negotiate. This 
feeling was probably the chief stimulus to secession in the 
Border states——not an insistence upon any set terms, but 
an insistence that the Republicans ought to manifest some 
consideration for the demands of the cotton states. Ex- 
pressions of good wili and praise of the Union they did 
not regard as a satisfactory equivalent. If they were not 
to become entirely disaffected, therefore, it behooved the 
Republicans to offer some counter proposal which would 
include a territorial adjustment. 

Although Seward made no allusion to the matter in his 
Senate speech, he was already preparing to halt secession 
in the Border states by just such an offer. He concealed 
his connection with the matter, just as he had concealed 
his dealings with Stanton and Gwin, and his part in 
causing the congressional investigation of plots against 
Washington. But he was involved with Charles Francis 
Adams in a plan to concede New Mexico to slavery. 

Adams, of course, was no puppet, and it is difficult to 
determine to what extent Seward influenced him, and to 
what extent merely agreed with him. But it is certain that 
they were in close co-operation. Throughout the winter, 
Seward visited freely at the Adams household, fraterniz- 
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ing with the Adams children, drying his shoes before the 
Adams fire, and otherwise making himself at home.’* In 
this relationship, most people felt that Seward’s réle was 
the dominant one. E. L. Pierce, voicing the opinion of the 
more zealous anti-slavery element in Massachusetts, later 
observed that Adams had been an “advanced” anti-slavery 
man, but had made a “new departure,” the key to which 
was “his personal and political intimacy . . . with Mr. 
Seward,” with whom he had an “understanding . . . which 
was more in harmony with the character of Seward than 
with that of Adams.”!? Lincoln was said to have regarded 
Adams as “too Sewardish” for a place in the cabinet.'* But 
C. F. Adams, Jr., confined himself to the bare statement 
that, “My father and Governor Seward had . . . been 
brought into close co-operation.”” The relationship prob- 
ably cannot be stated more accurately than that. 

While this friendship was growing stronger, Adams had 
found himself obliged to confront the territorial issue in 
an acute form, because of his membership on the Commit- 
tee of Thirty-three. Southern dissatisfaction had almost 
wrecked that committee on December 14, when Southern 
members, unappeased by the Dunn resolution, sent out 
their manifesto proclaiming that “The argument is ex- 
hausted.”’® For a week following this pronouncement, the 
situation remained tense, as Southern members insisted 
that their “ultimatum” was the Crittenden Compromise, 
especially insofar as it related to future territory. North- 
ern members would not agree to this, and, on December 
21, the committee was again on the brink of dissolution,” 
when Henry Winter Davis introduced resolutions for the 
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admission of New Mexico and Kansas as states, and for 
restrictions requiring that future territory should be 
acquired only by the consent of two-thirds of both Houses 
of Congress, and that the status of slavery therein should 
remain as at the time of acquisition.1* Davis had been 
acting in close co-operation with the Republicans (he alone 
of non-Republican members had voted with the Republi- 
cans, on December 17, against taking up a resolution by 
Nelson of Tennessee, to divide the territories along the 
line 36° 30’'°), and his resolutions therefore seemed likely 
to enjoy Republican sanction. This prospect of the organ- 
ization of New Mexico as a slave state, while not satisfac- 
tory to most Southerners, was enough to prevent the 
impending disruption of the committee; and the Thirty- 
three therefore adjourned for a week, in order to give 
everyone time for reflection. Henry Adams later believed 
that Davis had saved the Committee of Thirty-three and 
the Border states by his action on that day.” 

The Republicans on the House committee were at this 
time in much the same position as their partisans in the 
Committee of Thirteen. They had taken the negative 
attitude of refusing the Crittenden proposals, as offered 
by Nelson of Tennessee. They “now found themselves in 
the position of refusing on the one hand to accept the 
demands of the South, and, on the other, to make any offer 
of their own.” This position, observed Henry Adams, was 
a false one, and “was intended as such by the men who 
offered the ultimatum. They meant to place the republi- 
can party before the country as enemies of the South. 
. . . It became necessary, therefore, that the republicans 
should do something to set themselves right before the 
country." 

One of the first Republicans to see this necessity was 
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Charles Francis Adams, and he decided, as early as 
December 22, that he would support the Davis resolu- 
tions.”? But before he had an opportunity to do this, and 
before the committee met again, the Republican members 
set to work to reach an agreement on the New Mexico 
question. “They held meetings nearly every day, and 
many hours each day.” They arranged for Judge John 
S. Watts, who had resided in New Mexico for nine years, 
to be present at one of these meetings, and they questioned 
him fully on the conditions of the territory. Most of this 
they did independently of Seward, for their program was 
almost matured when he returned from his week-long visit 
in Albany and Auburn. At the end of their consultations, 
on December 26, two-thirds of them had agreed on the 
terms which they would offer.** They needed, as sponsor 
for these terms, an able, respected, anti-slavery Republi- 
can, and no member of the committee possessed these 
qualifications in as high a degree as Adams. He, therefore, 
at the suggestion of Thomas Corwin, was requested to take 
charge of the resolutions as if he were the author. He fore- 
saw the disfavor with which Massachusetts would regard 
the measures, and at first declined to sponsor them. But, 
once convinced of their merit, he yielded to his New Eng- 
land conscience and consented. He did not write the 
resolutions himself, as he frankly acknowledged, and his 
detailed statement about them evades the question of 
authorship by saying merely that they were “carefully 
examined by the Republican members of the committee.’’”* 
They were based, of course, on the Davis proposal, but 
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they also contained a provision which Seward was sponsor- 
ing in the Senate—that is, a resolution to guarantee 
against Federal interference with slavery in the states.”® 
It appears probable, therefore, that the program formu- 
lated by the Republican members of the House committee 
was prepared in part by that gifted author of other peo- 
ple’s resolutions, William H. Seward.”* 

But whoever the author, Adams took the resolutions in 
his charge, introduced them on December 28, and secured 
immediate action on them on that day and the day follow- 
ing. The first measure to be brought to a vote was a 
resolution in favor of a constitutional amendment to pro- 
tect slavery in the states. This passed, December 28, by a 
vote of 21 to 3, with 11 Republicans in favor, 2 absent, 
and 3 in opposition.” The next measure, and the more 
important one, provided simply for the admission of New 
Mexico as a state. Like Sherman’s earlier proposal in the 
House, this resolution sought to evade the territorial 
question, by conferring statehood upon the region claimed 
for the South; unlike Sherman’s resolution, it did not 
provide for similar treatment of other territory, and it did 
not allow for the creation of several states. Like the reso- 
lutions of Rice in the Senate committee, and Winter Davis 
in the House committee, it provided for the proposed state 
to occupy the New Mexico region, but unlike these, it did 
not seek to form any compensatory free state, either by 
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organizing the entire territory north of 36° 30’, or by 
admitting Kansas.”* In effect, it would have given to 
slavery an even larger area than the Crittenden proposals, 
for the northern boundary of New Mexico Territory lay 
partly on the line 88° and partly on 37°, which means 
that it ran, on its eastern side, about 165 miles north, and, 
in the central and western section, some 35 miles north, of 
the line suggested by Crittenden. But the Adams resolu- 
tion tacitly denied Southern claims to recognition for 
slavery in the territories, and it withheld the promise, 
demanded by the South, that all future territory south of 
36° 30’ should be open to slavery. In short, it confined 
itself to the bare and unqualified proposal that New 
Mexico should be admitted as a state. Everyone under- 
stood this to mean a slave state. This measure was put to 
vote, December 29, and passed, 13 to 11. Of the Republi- 
cans, 9 voted for it, 6 against.” 

The most significant feature of the vote was not the 
total result, but the fact that two slave-state representa- 
tives—Winter Davis of Maryland, and Francis Bristow 
of Kentucky—voted in the affirmative, while others from 
the slave states refused to vote, or voted in opposition.*° 
Henry Adams afterward claimed that this vote broke the 
coalition between the lower South and the Border.*? He 
probably overstated the case, but it is true that it marked 
the beginning of a break that set cotton states and Border 
states on courses which did not again converge until after 
Fort Sumter. Literally, the South was never more divided 
than when Jefferson Davis became President of the Con- 
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federate States, and for this, the New Mexico proposal 
was, in some measure, responsible. 

In this sense, it was a complete success. The scheme of 
Adams and Seward, as C. F. Adams, Jr., defined it later, 
“was to divide the South, by conciliating the Northern 
tier of Slave States, including Virginia especially; and, 
holding them loyal until the tide of reaction, setting in, 
should drive the seceding States into a false position from 
which they would ultimately be compelled to recede.”*? 
The two Republican leaders did not hope to prevent 
secession in the lower South, and they did not shape their 
policy to prevent it. Henry Adams, accurately mirroring 
his father’s thought, said, “all the cotton states may go, 
and welcome, if we can keep the border ones.” The Adams 
resolutions, like the Davis resolutions upon which they 
were based, were intended to influence the Border states. 
They were “for Maryland and Tennessee and Virginia” 
and not for the cotton states where “no compromise that 
a republican could offer would stand a chance of accept- 
ance”; they were directed not to the secessionists, but to 
“southern whigs in the border States who appeal to the 
republicans for a helping hand.” Men of this class, as 
Henry Adams observed, “‘ask some reasonable guarantee ; 
something, if it be only an indication of good will and 
constitutional intentions, with which they may go before 
their constituents and resist secession. Otherwise they say 
that they are delivered up, bound hand and foot, to the 
democrats, without a hope of resisting the flood that is 
coming over them.”*? 

Defending and explaining his father’s policy in the 
Boston Advertiser, Henry Adams repeatedly stressed the 
fact that the measures were essential for saving the Border. 
On January 11, he wrote: ‘““Whether the Cotton States will 
secede or not, is now not the most vital question. But the 
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question which really goes deepest is, what will be the 
action of Virginia and Maryland? Their secession would 
bring about an immediate collision with all its con- 
sequences. If they do not secede, the troubles can be com- 
paratively easily managed.” Three days later he presented 
the situation as a dilemma, whose horns might be skillfully 
avoided: “The real danger is on the one side that Virginia 
and Maryland will go out, which will be a bad blow; or on 
the other, that the Crittenden compromise will pass. 
If the committee’s plan will cut between these two and 
defeat both, it will be a most masterly stroke.’’** 

Later, the Adams resolutions were to experience strange 
vicissitudes. It will be observed that in their original 
form they did not offer the specific text of an amendment 
guaranteeing slavery in the states, nor of a bill for the 
admission of New Mexico. They merely endorsed the 
principle of such an amendment and such a bill. When 
the specific amendment and bill were prepared therefore, 
the committee had to vote again. Meanwhile, Adams had 
struck another blow on his wedge between cotton states 
and Border states. To understand his maneuver, it is 
necessary to remember that Adams’ whole policy had 
been to place the secessionists in a position where they 
would not receive sympathy from the Border. Finding, in 
December, that they attracted such sympathy by their 
claims that Republicans would not offer terms, that 
slavery was threatened in the states, and that they were 
denied an equity in the territories, he offered terms, pro- 
posed to guarantee slavery in the states, and agreed to 
permit slavery in the area, if not in the Territory, of 
New Mexico. He did this in the belief that the complaints 
were not sincere, and with the intention of forcing the 


34. Letters of Henry Adams, Jan. 11, 14, in Boston Advertiser, Jan. 
15, 17. The New York Tribune, Feb. 2 (Washington, Jan. 31), com- 
mented upon the impossibility of effecting an adjustment with the Gulf 
states. However, it said, “some experiment is quite possible. If any 
should be hit upon that would divide the Slave States and set them to 
quarreling among themselves, why, to that extent the plan might do 
some good.” 
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secessionists to reject his measure.* In this purpose he 
had, in a sense, succeeded, for the leaders of the lower 
South were unwilling to accept the admission to statehood 
of an area which they believed to be a desert, and there- 
upen to waive the recognition of what they regarded as 
their constitutional rights. But, in addition to this, Adams 
wished to show that the secessionists lacked a proper sense 
of duty as citizens. To this end, he introduced in the com- 
mittee a resolution that the peaceful acquiescence in the 
election of a President, legally chosen, was the “paramount 
duty of every good citizen.” This was amended, on Janu- 
ary 11, to read “the high and imperative duty of every 
good citizen,” and in this form, was brought to a vote.*® 
No one chose to deny the duty of citizens as stated in the 
resolution, and the measures passed 22 to 0. Millson of 
Virginia, Bristow of Kentucky, Nelson of Tennessee, and 
Davis of Maryland voted in the affirmative. Four other 
slave-state members were absent, but seven were present 
and refused to vote, on the ground that the resolution did 
not relate to the purposes for which the committee was 
established.**” Thus the slave states were utterly divided. 
But at this juncture, when it appeared that Adams was 
just beginning to succeed in his program to separate 
lower South and Border, he seems to have assumed that 
his task ended with his demonstration that Southern 
members did not acknowledge their duty to recognize 
Lincoln as President. Accordingly, he promptly intro- 
duced another resolution proposing that since seven states 
would not recognize even their most evident duties, the 

35. Charles Francis Adams, Jr., Charles Francis Adams (Boston, 
1900), pp. 136-139. 

36. Journal of Committee of 33, pp. 32-387. The expression “high and 
imperative” was substituted for “paramount” by a vote of 11 to 10. 
The negative votes were all Republican, the only Republicans voting 
in the affirmative being Corwin, Dunn, Kellogg, and Windom. 

37. Ibid., pp. 83-87. Winslow of N. C., Hawkins of Fla., Davis of 
Miss., Boyce of S. C., absent; Taylor of La., Phelps of Mo., Houston of 
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committee report itself unable to reach an agreement. 
This resolution failed, but Adams thereupon proceeded 
to vote against the amendment and bill which had been 
drawn in pursuance of his own resolutions. They were 
passed over his opposition; the amendment received 20 
votes, while only Adams and four other Republicans 
opposed it. The New Mexico bill was carried by a 14 to 9 
vote, in which party and sectional lines broke completely ; 
six Republicans voted for it, and nine, including Adams, 
voted against it. Of the slave-state members, six voted for 
the measure. Four were not present, and five, being pres- 
ent, refused to participate in the vote.*® 

While opinion in the committee was chaotic, the question 
of reporting to the House arose. The committee, by this 
time, had voted favorably upon the two Adams measures 
and certain amendments to the Fugitive Slave Law, pre- 
pared by Henry Winter Davis. So little did the members 
admire their handiwork, however, that only six votes could 
be mustered in favor of a motion to ask the concurrence of 
the House in the committee’s measures. Of the Republi- 
cans, only Thomas Corwin voted for the motion, with four 
slave-state members, and a Democrat from California 
supporting him.*° In default of this motion, Corwin was 
simply instructed to report the results at which the com- 


38. Letter to Henry Adams, Jan. 11, in Boston Advertiser, Jan. 15. 
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measure were Bristow of Ky., Davis of Md., Houston of Ala., Love of 
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mittee had arrived.41 When the measures went to the 
House, therefore, they went without the endorsement of 
the committee which reported them, and the chairman’s 
“majority” report was accompanied by five minority 
reports, representing fourteen of the thirty members who 
were left on the committee. Bristow of Kentucky, Winter 
Davis of Maryland, and Millson of Virginia were the 
only attending slave-state members who did not file dis- 
senting reports.** 

Under these unfavorable auspices, the Adams measures, 
no longer accepted by Adams, were reported to the House, 
and, on January 21, became the subject of debate. Inter- 
mittent debate continued until March 1. Before the pro- 
posals were put to a vote, however, two developments 
of some importance took place. First, Adams changed 
his mind again, and returned to the support of his propo- 
sitions.** It is not clear why he did so, for he persisted in 
his belief that the South did not want terms. Perhaps that 
is the true reason for his decision to vote for them. Second, 
Seward scored a distinct success by securing from Lincoln 
an acceptance, if not an endorsement, of the New Mexico 
proposal. Apparently Seward wrote to Lincoln on the 
subject, but it appears likely that the chief effort to win 
Lincoln’s consent took the form of a personal mission to 
Springfield by William Kellogg of Illinois, a friend of 
Lincoln and a member of the Committee of Thirty-three. 
On this mission, it is fair to assume that Kellogg acted not 


41. Ibid., pp. 38-39. 

42. Report of the Committee of 33. Dissenting Republicans were (1) 
Washburne and Tappan, opposing all compromise, (2) Adams, because 
“no form of adjustment will be satisfactory to the recusant states which 
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entirely for himself, but as an emissary of the Seward- 
Adams group. He talked with Lincoln on the same day 
that Corwin opened the House debate on the committee 
measures. The effect of Kellogg’s persuasion was in part 
offset, when, during the visit, Lincoln received a message 
from Lyman Trumbull telling him not to commit himself 
until he received letters which Trumbull was sending. 
Lincoln, therefore, would tell Kellogg nothing except that 
he would send Seward a letter which Kellogg might see. 
But when Trumbull’s letter arrived it did not bear on the 
subject, and Lincoin then wrote to Seward.** His tone was 
begrudging and reluctant. He observed that he had started 
not to write at all. He repeated that, on the territorial 
question, he was “inflexible,” and would agree neither to 
popular sovereignty nor to a division line; but his letter 
concluded by conceding that he did not “care much about 
New Mexico, if further extension were hedged against.”* 

With the consent of Lincoln, Seward and Adams were 
now in position to proceed with their program as authori- 
tative Republican policy, and to assure the Border-state 
representatives that they could fulfill the terms which they 
proposed. With these advantages, they continued to gain 
Border support. Representative Nelson of Tennessee de- 
clared that he had been led by Adams to take “ ‘an entirely 
different course of action.’ ”’** In February, Adams con- 
fided to his son that Governor Thomas H. Hicks, Andrew 
Johnson, and Cassius Clay had offered to answer for the 
loyalty of Maryland, Tennessee, and Kentucky, respec- 
tively, on the basis of the Adams proposals; and that 
Rives of Virginia thought the proposals would enable the 
conservatives to carry the Spring elections in his state.*7 


44, Lincoln reviewed the circumstances of Kellogg’s visit in a letter 
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The only thing that worried Adams and Seward at this 
time was their uncertainty as to the policy of Lincoln. 

After nearly forty days of debate and delay in the 
House, the Adams measures finally came to a vote on 
February 27 and 28, and March 1. First the House voted 
on the proposed Thirteenth Amendment to guarantee 
against Federal interference with slavery in the states. 
This failed, on February 27, to receive the necessary two- 
thirds majority, the vote being 123 for, 71 against.** 
The Republicans were distinctly responsible for this out- 
come, as they contributed only 37 of the affirmative votes 
and 68 of the negative. On the day following, however, the 
House adopted, by a vote of 128 to 65, a motion of 
Kilgore of Indiana to reconsider the measure.*® On recon- 
sideration, it was then approved by a vote of 133 to 65, 
and thus the House proposed, as the Thirteenth Amend- 
ment to the Constitution, an affirmation of the right of 
the states to regulate slavery within their own limits. The 
reversal was accomplished by a change in Republican 
votes, but even so the passage of the amendment was 
accomplished over a Republican opposition of 62 votes, 
with only 44 in favor. The proposed Thirteenth Amend- 
ment was then transmitted to the Senate, where it was 
adopted by a bare two-thirds majority of 24 to 12, and 
recommended to the states, on March 2.°' Again, the 
Republicans opposed the measure, casting only 8 votes in 
favor of it, and 12 against it. Every negative vote was 
Republican. 

While the Senate was acting on the proposed amend- 
ment, the House had disposed of the New Mexico bill by 
tabling it on March 1. On Representative Hickman’s 
motion to table, 115 members voted in favor, and 71 
opposed.*? The Republicans divided, 76 in favor and 26 
opposed. That is to say, non-Republicans cast 39 votes to 
table, and 45 to save the bill. In other words, the Republi- 

48, Cong. Globe, p. 1264. 51. Ibid., p. 1403. 
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cans again killed their own bill. This is especially worthy 
of note in view of the fact that Adams later declared that 
the final vote showed “slaveholders turning the scale 
against the bill.’®* The excess of Republicans who voted 
to table, over those who tried to save the bill, was 50; the 
excess of slave-state representatives on the same question 
was 2. 

In this connection, it is notable that the Crittenden 
Compromise was permitted to come to a vote in the last 
hours of the session. Its defeat was a foregone conclusion, 
but the vote was permitted as a mark of dilatory courtesy 
to the people who had championed it since the beginning 
of the session. In the upper house, 19 senators voted for 
the Crittenden measures, and 20 voted against them. Of 
these, not one Republican voted in the affirmative, but 
every negative vote was Republican.™* In the House, the 
resolutions failed, 80 to 113. Again, the minority of 80 
contained not one Republican, and the Republican group 
constituted all but a negligible part of the vote to kill the 
measure—110 of the 113 members in opposition were 
Republicans.** Thus it was true that, between December 
and March, no piece of compromise legislation ever 
secured a majority of Republican votes either in Senate, 
or in Committee of Thirteen, or in House, or in Committee 
of Thirty-three. Once, in the Thirty-three committee, 
Republicans indicated that they would vote for certain 
measures, but when the measures were offered in final form 
they thought better of it, and voted preponderantly in 
the negative. Consequently, it remained true, there as 
elsewhere, that the Republicans let the secession movement 
go unchecked by any effort on their part to reassure or 
conciliate the South. 

On the day when the New Mexico bill was tabled in the 
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House, Charles Francis Adams walked home with a mem- 
ber of his family—probably Charles Francis, Jr.—who 
expressed regret that his measures had been defeated. 
“The reply, conveyed with unmistakable cheerfulness of 
tone, was, on the contrary, expressive of profound satis- 
faction that they were thus well out of the way, having 
done the work for which they were designed.”’® 

In the hght of Adams’ original purposes, both his 
cheerfulness and his indifference to the fate of his bill 
were to be expected. He, in co-operation with Seward, had 
originally proposed it in order to divide the South, and to 
maintain the status quo for Lincoln. It had been a difficult 
objective, and at times “the conciliators and opportunists 
—of whom,” as C. F. Adams, Jr., said, “Seward and my 
father were chief””’—had almost despaired of achieving 
it. But the winter had passed without an outbreak, the 
capital still lay between Unionist states, and secession had 
been confined to less than one-half of the slave states. It is 
understandable that Adams should have felt that the New 
Mexico bill had served its purpose without ever becoming 
the New Mexico Act. 


While Adams pursued his Fabian policy in the House, 
Seward, as usual, followed a course which perplexed his 
contemporaries and has baffled historians. The only thing 
clear about it is that he was primarily concerned with 
saving the Border states, and that, to this end, he main- 
tained a wide communication with Southern Unionists. It 
also appears that he held consultations of some sort with 
Douglas and Crittenden. He had co-operated with these 
two leaders in a sort of coalition once before, to defeat the 
Lecompton Constitution for Kansas, and it appears that, 
“in January, he came to the very brink of a coalition with 
them again. The character of this relationship was care- 
fully concealed at the time, and cannot be determined with 
any accuracy now. Crittenden behaved discreetly in the 
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matter, and revealed nothing. But Douglas, who was 
temperamentally brash, showed less caution. 

Douglas was in position to know as much of Seward’s 
plans as Crittenden did, for he and Crittenden were in 
close communion. Francis P. Blair wrote on January 2 
that he had not seen Crittenden lately, but, “From what 
dropped from Douglas at his bow] of toddy on New Year’s 
day, I suppose they are in cahoot. Probably they may 
make some new combination of Rice’s plan about the terri- 
tories at present in possession, with some scheme of advan- 
tage for the South from those in the prospective.”°* This 
alliance of Douglas and Crittenden, which Blair suspected, 
was not long in manifesting itself publicly. On January 
16, the Crittenden measures were superseded before the 
Senate by the Clark resolutions, and Southern Unionists 
were consequently much depressed. But Douglas and 
Crittenden promptly united in a joint message to their 
Southern supporters urging them not to despair, as there 
was yet hope that a satisfactory adjustment would be 
reached.”® Later, when questioned as to the basis for his 
hope, Douglas was evasive, and yet very confident. He 
asserted flatly, “I have reasons satisfactory to myself upon 
which to predicate . . . firm hope that the Union will be 
preserved.” In response to demands that he specify, he 
refused, but observed that the Union men were holding 
consultations, and framing measures which it would be 
premature to reveal.” 

This tantalizing statement implied strongly that Doug- 
las and Crittenden were negotiating with someone who had 
the influence and inclination to commit the Republican 
party to compromise. All in all, no one was more able, and 
likely, to do this, than Seward; and Seward had been very 
cordial to Douglas. When Douglas gave a dinner for the 
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French minister, Seward was there, proposing a toast, 
“Away with all parties, all platforms of previous com- 
mittals, and whatever else will stand in the way of the 
restoration of the American Union.” Could it be that 
Seward was in secret consultation with Crittenden and 
Douglas, at the same time that he was secretly engaged 
with Stanton and Gwin? The T'ribune evidently got wind 
of some such alliance, for it reported on January 29, “We 
have positive information from Washington that a com- 
promise on the basis of Mr. Crittenden’s issue is sure to be 
carried through Congress either this week or the next, 
provided a ve.y few more Republicans can be got to 
enlist in the enterprise. . . . Several gentlemen who have 
hitherto enjoyed the confidence of the Republican party 
are actively engaged in the endeavor to convert their col- 
leagues to their new faith.”® Scarcely a week after this, 
the “Public Man” recorded his expectation of such a 
development, because Lewis Cass had known, in January, 
as an “absolute certainty that Mr. Seward and Mr. Crit- 
tenden had so got their heads together as to insure a 
satisfactory settlement ‘the very next day.’ ”® 

Despite all the circumstantial evidence and the rumors 
current, Seward concealed his hand so skillfully that his 
dealings with Crittenden and Douglas almost escaped 
being recorded by any properly informed person. One 
explicit account, however, exists to confirm all the inferen- 
tial evidences. Seward took John A. Gilmer of North 
Carolina into his confidence, when Gilmer was still being 
considered for a cabinet post; and Gilmer told Thomas 
- Fitnam that, on the night of January 18, Seward and 
Senator James Dixon of Connecticut™ held a long con- 
ference with Douglas and Crittenden, to come “to some 


61. MSS. recollection of Justice John A. Campbell, quoted in Ban- 
croft, Seward, II, 22. 

62. New York Tribune, Jan. 29, quoted in Milton, Eve of Conflict, 
p-. 534. : 

63. “Diary of a Public Man,” Feb. 26, in North Am. Rev., CKX XIX, 
265. 

64. For Dixon’s attitude on compromise, see above, p. 129. 


306 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


definite arrangement on our present national difficulties.” 
Fitnam informed Buchanan of this in a letter which thus 
verifies the many rumors of a great non-partisan alliance.” 
For reasons unknown, the whole scheme failed, but the 
attempt shows again the diversity of Seward’s connections, 
' the finesse of his dealings, and the extent of his exertions 
to reach some amicable settlement of the sectional issue. 

During and after his negotiations with Crittenden and 
Douglas, Seward was also attempting to forestail hostile 
action in Virginia, by maintaining an active communica- 
tion with leaders of the Unionist group in that state. Late 
in December he had viewed the Border situation rather 
cheerfully, but during the first half of January this mood 
changed to one of extreme pessimism. Governor Letcher 
had called the Virginia legislature to meet in special ses- 
sion on January 7. It met accordingly, and precisely one 
week later it passed a bill providing for a convention. 
Conventions had promptly enacted ordinances of secession 
in every one of the four states where they had met, and 
Seward naturally feared that another secession was 
foreshadowed. Henry Adams informed his brother that 
“Seward is evidently very low spirited.” Their father, too, 
he said, showed a marked change, because of some informa- 
tion which was not revealed to the younger Adamses. 
“Until now he has steadily believed that the border states 
would not go. . . . But now I think he gives it up. His 
theory is that all depends on Virginia and that Virginia 
is lost. If this turns out to be the case, it increases our 
difficulties very badly. It makes war inevitable; war before 
the 4th of March.”® 

It is likely that Seward experienced his greatest dis- 
couragement during January. He had suddenly come to 
a full recognition of the likelihood that Virginia might 
secede, and of the ruin which such a secession would work 
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upon his policy. He had not yet foreseen any means of 
averting this disaster. But Seward was temperamentally 
incapable of resigning himself to fate. Consequently, he 
began to seek means of communicating with the Virginians 
and influencing them. The methods by which he accom- 
plished this were hidden, and have never been revealed, 
but it is known that he attained his purpose, for on Janu- 
ary 27 he wrote to Lincoln, “Recent events have opened 
access for me to Union men in Virginia and other South- 
ern States. Among others, Mr. James Barbour of the 
State of Virginia has visited me. He is a Democrat, but 
the master spirit of the Union party.” Already, Seward 
was recovering his optimism, for “Our friends say we are 
safe in Maryland, and Mr. Scott and others tell us that 
union is gaining rapidly as an element in Virginia.”’* 

The chief cause of Seward’s more cheerful outlook was 
the fact that, on January 19, the Virginia legislature had 
passed a measure which was directed toward compromise 
even more explicitly than the Convention Bill was directed 
toward secession. This was a set of resolutions inviting all 
states to send delegates to a meeting at Washington, on 
February 4, for the purpose of making “an earnest effort 
to adjust the present unhappy controversies, in the spirit 
in which the Constitution was originally formed.” In pur- 
suance of this, there assembled at the specified time the 
so-called Washington Peace Convention. The resolutions 
further appointed commissioners to President Buchanan, 
and to the seceding states, to request their abstention 
“from any and all acts calculated to produce a collision of 
arms,” until the Peace Convention should have attempted 
a settlement. 

The activities of the Peace Convention were so entirely 
ineffectual that it is useless to discuss them here. Suffice 
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it to say that certain Northern states sent delegates for 
the avowed purpose of thwarting any compromise meas- 
ures, that these delegates prevented the adoption of any 
plan until a few days before Lincoln came to the Presi- 
dency, and that a plan was then permitted to be passed 
and submitted to the House of Representatives, which 
promptly rejected it. But in the meanwhile, the Conven- 
tion was a godsend to Seward. After compromise had 
obviously failed in the Senate, and after the House Com- 
mittee of Thirty-three had fallen into virtual anarchy, 
he could still insist that conciliatory measures were in 
progress of being formulated, and that no state ought 
to secede until every opportunity for compromise had 
been exhausted. In his protracted and difficult campaign 
to gain time, no other instrument served him so well as the 
Washington Peace Convention. 

The advantage which Seward derived from the meeting 
of this Convention was so great that, even if there were 
no direct evidence, it would seem pertinent to inquire what 
part he had in launching the movement. It is singular 
that the one Virginia Unionist known to have had inter- 
views with Seward was also the author of the Peace 
Convention plan.® By itself, this would be merely a coin- 
cidence. But along with it, one has the statement of Henry 
Adams, an intimate of Seward at the time, that, before the 
election of delegates to the Virginia Convention, “Mr. 
Seward had caused another Convention to be summoned 
at Washington.””? Thus, the direct assertion of Adams 
provides the statement of fact necessary to round out the 
picture. Seward needed the delay which a peace conven- 
tion would produce. He conferred with the Virginian who 
was first openly to propose such a convention. Seward’s 
part in the matter was adroitly and deftly concealed. But 
to Henry Adams, with all of his family’s concern for the 
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historic record, no fact was to be suppressed—and Adams 
declared that Seward had initiated the movement for the 
convention at Washington. 

Though the details of this extraordinary maneuver 
remain unknown, other facts show that Seward devoted 
himself with energy to the cause of Union in Virginia. He 
distributed documents freely. He offered to send a mes- 
senger to communicate with the Virginia Unionists,” and 
apparently he won their confidence, for a number of them 
wrote to him. Among his Virginia allies were W. D. Moss, 
John Pendleton, Sherrard Clemens of the Wheeling dis- 
trict, Joseph Segar of the Tidewater region, and James 
and Alfred Barbour. In their letters, they advised him of 
their problems, urged him to prevent the passage of a 
“force bill” in Congress, begged him to accept the Crit- 
tenden Compromise, warned him not to suppose that the 
Unionism of Virginia was unconditional, and suggested 
that communications could be conducted secretly through 
the intermediation of M. M. Dent or Representative John 
T. Harris of Virginia.” 

While this correspondence was in progress, Seward was 
much cheered by the first Unionist victory in the South. 
On February 4, Virginia elected the delegates to her con- 
vention. Up to that time, seven states had elected conven- 
tions, and the conventions had enacted seven ordinances 
of secession in the space of forty-three days. Only once had 
the decision been referred to the people for ratification ; 
not once had secession been defeated in any slave state. 
But when Virginia voted, secession met a crushing defeat. 
Of the 152 delegates elected, about 122 were opposed to 
immediate secession, and only 30 in favor. Moreover, the 
Virginia electorate endorsed, by a vote of 100,536 to 
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appear in ibid., II, 539-542. 

72. Letters from these Virginia Unionists appear in an appendix to 
Bancroft, Seward, II, 533-539. 
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45,161, a provision that any act of secession must be sub- 
mitted to popular vote for ratification.” Virginia seces- 
sionists were cast into black despair, and Virginia Union- 
ists were jubilant. W. D. Moss wrote to Seward, “We have 
scarcely left a vestige of secession in Western Virginia, 
and very little indeed in any part of the state. . . . The 
Gulf Confederacy can count Virginia out of their little 
family arrangement.’ 

Seward and his followers were immeasurably encour- 
aged. The day after the election, Henry Adams rushed 
off a letter to the Advertiser: “A gasp of relief went 
through our whole community this morning on the re- 
ceipt of the news from Virginia. For more than two months 
the Seward republicans have been watching, hoping, pray- 
ing for the signs of a break in the storm. Governor 
Seward’s reputation as a political prophet, his influence as 
a statesman .. . depended and was pledged on this re- 
sult. He has gone on the principle that this was only a 
temporary fever, and now it has reached the climax and 
favorably passed it.”” 


Historians have indulged in polite smiles at the self- 
importance which Seward exhibited during the winter of 
1860-1861. His vanity at times seemed a shining mark. 
For instance, there was his statement that “The present 
Administration and the incoming one unite in devolving 
on me the responsibility of averting . . . disasters.’? Or 
again, “I have assumed a sort of dictatorship for de- 
fense.”"© But, upon examination, it will appear that 
Seward was not without cause for being complacent. In 
December, he had accepted the temporary leadership of 
his party in a time of acute crisis. He had accepted it with 
the stated belief that a Unionist sentiment existed in the 

73. Shanks, Secession in Virginia, p. 153. 

74, W. D. Moss, Moundsville, Va., Feb. 6, to Seward, in Bancroft, 
Seward, 1, 533-534. 

75. Letter of Henry Adams, Feb. 5, in Boston Advertiser, Feb. 8. 
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South, and would bring the Southern states voluntarily 
back to the Union, if given time to operate. But his task 
was the extremely delicate one of forestalling any forces 
which would interfere with this Unionist sentiment. Recog- 
nizing the responsibility, he had given all his energy, 
finesse, and resourcefulness to the problem. Fearing that 
the Buchanan administration would not protect the gov- 
ernment, or that violence would be used to prevent it from 
passing into the hands of the Republicans, he had con- 
nived with Edwin Stanton and the House Committee of 
Five to stand sentinel over the government, and he had 
won the confidence and the military support of General 
Scott. Fearing that a clash of arms would be similarly 
fatal to reconstruction, he had acted to prevent the enact- 
ment of a “force bill” and had undertaken, through Sen- 
atcr Gwin, to arrange an understanding to prevent hos- 
tilities at Fort Sumter. Fearing that the secession of the 
Border states would likewise destroy the possibility of a 
Unionist reaction, he had coéperated with Charles Francis 
Adams to introduce in the House of Representatives a pro- 
gram which divided the upper South; he had conferred 
with Douglas and Crittenden, with the result that they 
continued to hold out hope of compromise; and, appar- 
ently, he had been instrumental in the calling of the Wash- 
ington Peace Convention. 

He had adhered to this policy, without flinching, while 
South Carolina, Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, 
Louisiana, and Texas, in rapid order, marched into the 
ranks of secession. Showing no sign of dismay at these 
losses, he continued to insist that “The Government can 
be saved, if not betrayed before the Fourth of March,” 
and that sixty days would see the crisis eased. 

Then, on February 4, the tide appeared to turn. On that 
day, the Washington Peace Convention met, and on the 
same day the secessionists in Virginia received a stunning 
defeat in the election of delegates to their convention. 


77. Frederick Seward asserts that this was a recurrent saying of his 
father. Ibid., II, 501. 
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From that day forward, for more than two months, seces- 
sion met with reverses as consistent as its successes had 
been previously, with the result that a majority of slave 
states refused to leave the Union. In Delaware, of course, 
there was no serious movement in favor of secession. In 
Maryland, Governor Hicks alone resisted the enormous 
secession pressure, and refused to call the legislature into 
session.”® In Kentucky, the legislature refused to call a con- 
vention.”® Thus three slave states were held to the Union 
without popular action. But in the remaining slave states 
of Tennessee, Arkansas, Missouri, and North Carolina, the 
question was submitted to the people, and in every one of 
these states secession was smashingly defeated. On Febru- 
ary 9, Tennessee cast 91,803 votes for anti-secessionist 
candidates to her convention, and only 24,749 for seces- 
sionists, and, at the same time, dealt to the secessionists the 
additional blow of deciding, 68,282 to 59,449, that the con- 
vention should not meet at that time.®° Next, on February 
18, both Arkansas and Missouri voted. Arkansas author- 
ized the meeting of a convention on March 4, but in the 
election of delegates, the immediate secessionists were de- 
feated. Out of some 43,000 votes, the foes of secession 
triumphed by a majority of 5,699. With the control which 
this gave them in the convention, they defeated an or- 
dinance of secession, on March 15, by a vote of 39 to 35, 
and, less than a week later, adjourned to August 19, sub- 
ject to the call of the president.*' Missouri defeated the 
secessionists ticket by a popular vote of 110,000 to 30,000, 
and elected a convention which voted 89 to 1 that there 
was “no adequate cause to impel Missouri to dissolve her 
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79. E. Merton Coulter, The Civil War and Readjustment in Kentucky 
(Chapel Hill, 1926), pp. 30, 36-37. 
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relations with the Federal Union.”*? In North Carolina, 
on February 28, the immediate secessionists were again 
doubly defeated, as they elected only 42 delegates, while 
their opponents elected 28 conditional and 50 uncondi- 
tional Unionists, and the electorate decreed, by a vote of 
47,323 to 46,672, that the convention should not meet.®* 

Beginning in Virginia, and thereafter in Tennessee, 
Arkansas, Missouri, and North Carolina, secession was re- 
pulsed five times in 24 days, just as it had previously 
triumphed seven times in 43 days. When Lincoln came to 
the Presidency, seven slave states were out of the Union— 
but eight were still in. The vaunted Southern Confederacy 
had been held to such a limited number of states that the 
Tribune could speak of it contemptuously—and accurately 
—as a “heptarchy.”** 

In the light of these facts, one can understand why 
Seward felt that the tide had turned. One can appreciate 
him in the mood pictured by Henry Adams, after the vote 
in Virginia: “The ancient Seward is in high spirits and 
chuckles himself hoarse with his stories. He says it’s all 
right. We shall keep the border states, and in three months 
or thereabouts, if we hold off, the Unionists and Disunion- 
‘sts will have their hands on each other’s throats in the cot- 
ton states.” 

In the estimation of Adams, Seward was entitled to be 
jubilant, for he had attained a difficult objective despite 
obstacles which required the supreme degree of patience 
and skill. “Those who saw and followed Mr. Seward dur- 


ing all the anxieties and cares of this long struggle,” said 
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Adams, would not be likely to forget his cheerfulness, his 
steadiness, his clear perception, his inexhaustible resource- 
fulness, his unfailing tact, his influence in guiding the ac- 
tions of others, his power of bringing diverse connections 
into a vast combination, his promptness in abandoning un- 
attainable objectives, and his pertinacity in seeking as 
much as was practicable. With all this “armory of weapons, 
he fought, during these three months of chaos, a fight 
which might go down to history as one of the wonders of 
statesmanship.’’*® 

When full account is taken of Seward’s manifold ac- 
tivities during the critical winter, it becomes evident that 
he was not without cause for his optimism, and even his 
self-satisfaction. It is possible to understand why he could 
boast that he had whipped Senators Mason and Hunter 
in their home state of Virginia, and that he would carry 
the fight for the Union into the home states of Davis and 
Toombs.*" It is even possible to share in the misguided 
sense of relief which caused him to write to his wife, shortly 
before Lincoln took office: “I am, at last, out of direct re- 
sponsibility. I have brought the ship off the sands, and am 
ready to resign the helm into the hands of the Captain 
whom the people have chosen.”’** 
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CHAPTER XII 
LiINCOLN’S FORMULA FOR PEACE AND UNION 


erward assumed, he was, until he entered the 

White House, simply a lawyer from Springfield, 
Jllinois—a man of great undeveloped capacities and nar- 
rowly limited background. He was far more fit to become 
than to be President. 

This fact may seem too obvious to justify notice, and, 
indeed, it would be, were it not for the fact that the Lin- 
coln legend has obscured the shortcomings of the man, and 
has glossed over the periods of his life during which he 
groped and blundered. Consequently the picture of Lin- 
coln coming east from Springfield with his misgivings and 
his misconceptions, is lost. Instead, there is a picture of a 
man following the well-marked path of destiny to abolish 
slavery, to console Mrs. Bixby, to reach maximum at 
Gettysburg, to give his life in the cause of Union, and, 
finally, to belong to the ages. Writers whose minds are 
coléred by this “knowledge of the end” are so preoccupied 
with justifying or discrediting Lincoln’s ultimate course, 
Ahat they ignore the plain evidence of his earnest efforts 
to avoid that course altogether. He was, in fact, reluctant 
to become an Emancipator—great or of other dimensions 
—and the conflict which immortalized him was a conflict 
which he had believed he could avert. In fact, when the 
conflict materialized, it represented a signal failure of 
Lincoln’s policy. 

To understand Lincoln’s plans at the time of his in- 
auguration, therefore, it is necessary to exclude the mis- 
leading perspective of hindsight, and to view the problem 
as he viewed it at the time, rather than as he later viewed 
it—to distinguish sharply between his intentions for deal- 
ing with it, and his later action in dealing with it. This 


1) ESPITE the stature which Abraham Lincoln aft- 
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in turn, requires a close scrutiny of every indication as to 
Lincoln’s attitude at a time when he refused to publicize 
his views. 

Lincoln had already given evidence that he grossly 
underestimated the extent of the crisis, and, perhaps, to- 
tally misconceived its nature. No one with any true percep- 
tion of the public temper in the Gulf states would have 
said, “I am rather glad of the military preparation in the 
South. It will enable the people, the more readily, to sup- 
press any uprisings there which their [the secessionists’ ] 
misrepresentations . . . may have encouraged.” No one 
who understood the meaning of South Carolina’s Or- 
dinance of Secession would have characterized the pro- 
ceedings of the South as “threats and mutterings,” nor 
would such a person have alluded to “the danger of serious 
trouble” as if it were a future contingency. But Lincoln 
expressed these attitudes, and as winter gave place to 
spring, and the time approached for him to grapple with 
the problem, he still failed, according to two of his closest 
friends, to estimate the crisis properly. Not only did 
Lamon and Herndon testify to this, but when Orville H. 
Browning visited in Springfield on February 9, he found 
that Lincoln “agreed with me that far less evil & bloodshed 
would result from an effort to maintain the Union and 
Constitution, than from disruption and the formation of 
two Confederacies.’” 

Whatever estimate Lincoln formed of the crisis was held 
privately so long as he remained in Springfield. But this 
ceased to be true, when, on February 11, he started on 
his journey to Washington. The twelve-day trip which fol- 
lowed was, perhaps, the most difficult and the least credit- 
able experience in Lincoln’s life. It was a period when, 
with little social poise, he found himself required to con- 
front every type of social situation. Conscious of his in- 
adequacy in this aspect, he showed himself painfully ill- 
at-ease. Moreover, while he did not wish to anticipate his 

1. See above, p. 247. 
2, Pease and Randall, eds., O. H. Browning, Diary, Feb. 9, I, 453. 
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inaugural address, he had consented to speak repeatedly 
at various cities along his route, and his speeches, under 
the circumstances, were evasive, trite, and often flippant. 
It was at this time that Samuel Bowles said, “Lincoln is 
a ‘simple Susan,’ and the men who fought a week at 
Chicago to nominate him have probably got their labor for 
their pains.” Charles Francis Adams was only one of many 
who were disgusted by the spectacle of Lincoln “saying 
whatever comes into his head” and “perambulating the 
country, kissing little girls and growing whiskers!’ 

The gravest deficiency exhibited by Lincoln on this trip, 
however, was not his gawcherie in such matters as wearing 
black gloves with evening dress, but his continued failure 
to appreciate the secession movement. Earlier, he had re- 
vealed his underestimate only to private individuals, but 
now, when his elevation to the Presidency was imminent, 
he gave public evidence, in speech after speech, that he 
regarded the crisis as self-liquidating. 

Sometimes he took a sober view, comparing his task with 
that of Washington, admitting to “real anxiety,” and 
lamenting that he, the humblest person to come to the 
Presidency, should face a more difficult situation than any 
of his predecessors.* But, for the most part, he consistently 
minimized the crisis. Speaking before the legislature of 
Ohio, he said, “there is nothing that really hurts anybody. 
We entertain different views upon political questions, but 
nobody is suffering anything. This is a most consoling 
circumstance, and from it, we may conclude that all we 
want is time, patience, and a reliance on . . . God.” Next 
day, at Steubenville, Ohio, he expressed a belief that “the 
devotion to the Constitution is equally great on both sides 
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of the [Ohio] River. It is only the different understanding 
of that instrument that causes difficulty.” Another day 
found him in Pittsburgh, where he observed that “there is 
no crisis but an artificial one.” He liked this phrase well 
enough to repeat it the same day at Cleveland, adding, 
“Tet it [the crisis] alone, and it will go down of itself.” 
On February 16, the citizens of Buffalo received assurance 
that if they would only be calm and stand by their convic- 
tions and obligations, “the clouds now on the horizon will 
be dispelled.” At Troy, Lincoln declared that the country 
did not need to be saved, for it “will save itself,” and that 
only the institutions of the country needed protection.’ At 
New York City, he told John C. Frémont personally what 
he had been telling the public—he firmly believed that 
peace would be preserved.® Leaving a mass of such state- 
ments as these in his wake, he finally arrived, on February 
23, in Washington. There Senator Fessenden observed, a 
little later, that “Mr. Lincoln believed that gentleness and 
a conciliatory policy would prevent secession.’ 

If these utterances represent what Lincoln actually 
thought, they establish two vital points: he expected the 
Union to be saved, and he expected it to be saved without 
a war. That is, he, like Seward, believed in the existence 
of a Union sentiment in the South which would lead to 
voluntary reconstruction ; he, like most of his contempo- 
raries, believed that somehow a clash would be averted. 


He trusted that the proper policy, on his part, would 
secure a peaceful reunion. 


While Lincoln’s earlier utterances, both public and pri- 
vate, had given some indication of his mental attitude, no 
conclusive statement of his policy was available until the 
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inaugural eddress of March 4.° For this declaration, Lin- 
coln had prepared carefully and the country had waited 
anxiously. To it, the various factions responded according 
to their bias. Hostile secessionists, determined to see no 
good in the speech, interpreted it as a declaration of war.° 
Republican radicals, thinking wishfully, hoped that the 
Southern interpretation was correct, and since the address 
was not as bellicose as they had desired, they spoke ap- 
provingly of the iron hand in the velvet glove, of a policy 
suaviter in modo, fortiter in re.° But they knew in their 
hearts that a policy which would suspend Federal func- 
tions in the seceded states, as Lincoln said he would, was 
neither iron-handed nor fortiter—Andrew Jackson would 
never have accepted it—and though they refrained from 
direct attacks upon their own President, they denounced 
Stephen A. Douglas sharply when he defended the presi- 
dential policy.?! Meanwhile, a level-headed North Carolina 
editor ignored the commentaries, studied the address itself, 
and concluded: “So far as coercion is concerned, Mr. Lin- 
coln occupies the very ground occupied by Mr. Buchanan. 
_. . Itis not a war message. . . . It deprecates war, and 
bloodshed, and it pleads for the Union. That any portion 
of it will be approved by the Disunionists we have no idea. 
If it had breathed viclence and war . . . the Disunionists 
would have shouted for joy . . . for they would then have 
been sure of the attainment of . . . the permanent and 
final disruption of the Union.”” 
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Partisan critics read diverse meanings, according to 
their partisan purposes, in Lincoln’s words. To discover 
Lincoln’s meaning, however, it is expedient to read the 
message in the light of his own purpose, insofar as he had 
revealed one. Although obscure in some respects, that pur- 
pose was clearly to facilitate a peaceful reconstruction. 
Essentially, this involved the same program which Seward 
had confronted, except that there was no longer any 
danger of Washington being attacked, of the new admin- 
istration being obstructed from taking office, or of the 
Border states hastily seceding. But the problem was the 
same in the vital sense that Lincoln had still to uphold 
Federal authority, and, at the same time, to avert any 
clash which would produce war and thus inhibit the South- 
ern reaction. 

In strict logic this was impossible, for the very process 
of enforcing the Federal functions was certain to produce 
the sort of clash which had to be avoided. Translated into 
realistic terms, therefore, the circumstances required, first, 
that the South be reassured as to the good will, conciliatory 
purposes, and Constitutional scruples of the new admin- 
istration ; second, that a symbolic assertion of Federal au- 
thority be maintained ; third, that the operation of Federal 
jurisdiction must be tacitly waived until it could be re- 
sumed by Southern consent. These terms for peaceable 
reunion were precisely the terms which Lincoln attempted 
to meet in his inaugural address. 

The first words of the address, in fact, were intended 
to meet the first necessity for reunion—that is, to reassure 
the South. Moderates had, all winter long, demanded such 
a statement as Lincoln now made, giving categorical and 
explicit reassurance. After only two introductory sen- 
tences, he said: “Apprehension seems to exist among the 
people of the Southern States that by the accession of a 
Republican Administration their property and their peace 
and personal security are to be endangered. There has 
never been any reasonable cause for such apprehension. 
Indeed, the most ample evidence to the contrary has ali the 
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while existed and been open to their inspection. It is found 
in nearly all the published speeches of him who now ad- 
dresses you. I do but quote from one of those speeches when 
I declare that ‘I have no purpose, directly or indirectly, 
to interfere with the institution of slavery in the States 
where it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so, 
and I have no inclination to do so.’ Those who nominated 
and elected me did so with full knowledge that I had made 
this and many similar declarations, and had never recanted 
them. And, more than this, they placed in the platform 
for my acceptance, and as a law to themselves and to me, 
the clear and emphatic resolution which I now read: 

“ “Resolved, That the maintenance inviolate of . . . the 
right of each State to order and control its own domestic 
institutions according to its own judgment exclusively, is 
essential to that balance of power on which the perfection 
and endurance of our political fabric depend, and we de- 
nounce the lawless invasion . . . of any State or Terri- 
tory, no matter under what pretext, as among the gravest 
of crimes.’ 

“T now reiterate these sentiments; and, in doing so, I 
only press upon the public attention the most conclusive 
evidence of which the case is susceptible, that the property, 
peace, and security of no section are to be in anywise en- 
dangered by the now incoming Administration.” 

To validate these copious reassurances, Lincoln re- 
turned, later in his speech, to the question of Constitu- 
tional protection for slavery in the states. He alluded to 
the proposed Thirteenth Amendment, just passed by Con- 
gress, to guarantee slavery in the states, and added that, 
although he wished to speak of general policy, rather than 
specific measures, he would say that, holding such a guar- 
antee to be implied in the existing Constitution, “I have 
no objection to its being made express and irrevocable.” 

Turning from the question of slavery in the states to 
that of fugitive slaves, he expressed an equally firm pur- 
pose to respect the provisions of the Fugitive Slave clause 
of the Constitution. After some discussion of this point, 
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he then added, “I take the official oath to-day with no 
mental reservations. . . .” Lincoln could scarcely have 
used more emphatic or more unqualified language to re- 
assure anyone who feared an attack by him on Southern 
institutions. 

Lincoln’s first necessity had been to allay Southern 
fears; his second was to rally Southern Unionism by a 
vigorous affirmation of the national authority. This he at- 
tempted in language distinctly cogent. With firm words 
and careful argument he denied the right of secession: “no 
state upon its own mere motion, can lawfully get out of 
the Union.” Then he pronounced the words which were, 
ultimately, perhaps the most weighty that he ever spcke: 
“T therefore consider that, in view of the Constitution and 
the laws, the Union is unbroken; and, to the extent of my 
ability I shall take care, as the Constitution itself ex- 
pressly enjoins upon me, that the laws of the Union be 
faithfully executed in all the States. . . . I trust this will 
not be regarded as a menace, but only as the declared pur- 
pose of the Union that it will constitutionally defend and 
maintain itself.” Continuing a little more explicitly, he 
added, ‘The power confided to me will be used to hold, oc- 
cupy, and possess the property and places belonging to the 
Government, and to collect duties and imposts.” 

This fulfilled the second necessity of the peaceful recon- 
struction policy. In unmistakable language, Lincoln raised 
the banner of national authority. He did not, like Bu- 
chanan, overrefine his declaration with metaphysical dis- 
tinctions between the right to coerce a state and the right 
to deal with individuals. He did not try to buy with com- 
promises the adherence of secessionists to the Union. He 
made an appeal, not only for Union, but, as Seward did, 
for Unionism, on the basis of mutual advantage. He de- 
fended Union with the force of the argument that, “Physi- 
cally speaking, we cannot separate. We cannot remove 
our respective sections from each other, nor build an im- 
passable wall between them. A husband and wife may be 
divorced, and go out of the presence and beyond the reach 
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of each other; but the different parts of our country can- 
not do this. They cannot but remain face to face, and inter- 
course, either amicable or hostile, must continue between 
them. Is it possible, then, to make that intercourse more 
advantageous or more satisfactory after separation than 
before? Can aliens make treaties easier than friends can 
make laws? Can treaties be more faithfully enforced be- 
tween aliens, than laws can among friends?” At the con- 
clusion of his address, Lincoln returned to this vital topic 
with one final appeal to idealistic Unionism: “I am loath 
to close. We are not enemies but friends. We must not be 
enemies. Though passion may have strained, it must not 
break our bonds of affection. The mystic chords of 
memory, stretching from every battle-field and patriot 
grave to every living heart and hearthstone all over this 
broad land, will yet swell the chorus of the Union when 
again touched, as surely they must be, by the better angels 
of our nature.” 

Ultimately, this high-minded appeal was perhaps the 
most important part of Lincoln’s speech, but for the im- 
mediate problem before him, the true significance of the 
speech lay neither in assurance of security to the South, 
nor in its declaration of the Union’s indestructibility, but 
in Lincoln’s thinly veiled intimations that he would tem- 
porarily suspend the operation of the authority which he 
had so firmly asserted. 

The suspension of Federal functions in the states, today, 
would operate in such multiple and far-reaching ways 
that it would probably jeopardize the whole social and 
economic structure. But in 1861, there were few ways in 
which the Federal government exercised a direct authority, 
few functions which brought it into direct contact with 
the people or the authorities of the states. It is probably 
true that all such functions fell under not more than four 
heads: Federal marshals and judges administered the 
Federal law, postal officials delivered the mails, customs 
officers collected duties at a limited number of Southern 
ports, and the army maintained forts and arsenals. These 
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few agents of the United States were the only visible in- 
struments of Federal power; only in them was Federal au- 
thority embodied; only by their performance of their 
duties did the Federal government touch the people of the 
South. If their posts were left vacant, or if their activities 
were suspended, the question of Federal authority would 
become an abstraction. Thereupon, the sectional impasse 
might continue indefinitely without leading to actual con- 
flict. 

It is an astonishing fact, and one which has been 
strangely ignored by history, that Lincoln planned, at 
the time of his inauguration, or soon after, to suspend 
every one of these four types of activity. 'To appreciate 
this, one must examine them in series. 

The primary function, and the one on which Lincoln 
laid most stress, was the enforcement of the laws. Yet even 
while insisting that he would maintain the laws with full 
Constitutional vigor, he added the statement that, ‘‘Where 
hostility to the United States, in any interior locality, 
shall be so great and universal as to prevent competent res- 
ident citizens from holding the Federal offices, there will 
be no attempt to force obnoxious strangers among the 
people for that object. While the strict legal right may 
exist in the Government to enforce the exercise of these 
offices, the attempt to do so would be so irritating . 
that I deem it better to forego for the time the use of such 
offices.” Lincoln made this statement in the full knowledge 
that there were ten states where not a single vote had been 
cast for him. In other words, he would enforce the laws, 
unless such enforcement should be unwelcome.'® The posi- 
tion was not unlike that which Buchanan had assumed, and 
which Seward had wittily summarized to the effect that no 
state can secede—unless it wants to. 

A less sovereign function, but a more familiar one, was 

13. The Raleigh North Carolina Standard, Mar. 9, remarked that 
Lincoln “says he must execute the laws, and in the next breath he vir- 
tually omits the cotton States as Mr. Buchanan omitted South Carolina, 


for the simple reason that he has no officers in those States, and cannot 
execute them.” Dumond, ed., Southern Editorials on Secession, p. 477. 
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that of delivering the mails. If Lincoln had chosen to make 
an issue, he might well have made it on this point, as Grover 
Cleveland later did, in defiance of Governor Altgeld of 
Illinois. But, instead, Lincoln waived the issue in one sen- 
tence: “The mails, unless repelled, will continue to be fur- 
nished in all parts of the Union.” 

The third group of Federal officials in the South were 
the customs officers. Their function presented more of a 
problem than that of the judicial and postal officials, for 
the collection of duties could not be suspended in the South 
without diverting a large volume of the nation’s import 
trade to the ports where duties were not collected. Such a 
diversion was certain to raise a how] of protest from North- 
ern merchants,* and, what was worse, it was equally cer- 
tain to bring sudden prosperity to Southern ports. Such 
prosperity, coming soon after secession and apparently in 
consequence of it, would have seemed, in the eyes of South- 
erners, a vindication of the secession program, and would 
have completely inhibited a Unionist reaction in the South. 
Lincoln was probably mindful of all this when he declared, 
“The power confided to me will be used . . . to collect 
the duties and imposts.” Was this, then, the point at which 
he would carry the Federal authority into the Southern 
states? It appeared so as he stated it, but there was still 
a way in which the duties might be collected without in- 
voking the use of force within the Confederate harbors. 


14. William Curtis Noyes wrote to Chase, Apr. 8, “A blockade of 
the ports would...,in my judgment, have a... good effect, in 
counteracting the apprehended evil results of the new tariff; as it 
would quiet the expectation that all the West and North West would 
import through the Confederate States. This has caused a good deal of 
alarm here among commercial classes and those dependent upon them, 
such as landlords and others.” Chase MSS. 

On Mar. 14, Robert Toombs, Confederate Secretary of State, wrote 
to Confederate Commissioners in Washington that no inducement could 
persuade the Confederate States to collect customs duties according to 
Federal rather than Confederate law. Bancroft, Seward, II, 120. This 
strongly suggests that Seward had suggested Confederate enforcement 
of Federal duties so that Northern commercial interests would not 
demand coercion for the purpose of saving their markets from the com- 
petition of Southern free ports. 
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This means was not openly stated by Lincoln, but it was 
frankly set forth in an article in the T'ribune, shortly 
after the inauguration. This article remarked that some 
merchants “can’t see how it is possible to get the revenue 
without blood.” But the solution, it contended, was easy: 
“suppose such appointees [ Federal collectors] are not per- 
mitted to exercise their offices. . . . What then? Why, 
they will report the fact to the Federal government, and 
forthwith they will be furnished with sufficient ships of 
war, from on board of which to collect the duties of the 
harbors or rivers of the cing ports, which Charleston, 
Savannah, Mobile, New-Orleans, and Galveston, may now 
be appropriately called.”!’ Unimportant as this proposal 
might seem as a newspaper suggestion, it was significant 
as a lucid statement of the plan which Seward proposed, 
and which Lincoln attempted to adopt. On March 15, 
Seward submitted a written suggestion that Unionism in 
the South might be shielded from the ruinous effects of a 
conflict in Southern harbors, if the collection of the reve- 
nue could be delegated to naval forces offshore.’® The 
seriousness with which Lincoln received this suggestion is 


15. New York Tribune, Mar. 9 (Baltimore, Mar. 6). 

The continuation of this editorial shows how carefully the writer had 
considered all the problems connected with collection of duties offshore: 
“But what if the duties are paid to the Federal collector, and the goods 
are subjected to additional duties by the local collector on shore? Why, 
then the Federal Government will become responsible for repayment 
of any such exactions. But suppose the importer will not pay the Fed- 
eral duties when demanded, or there is no money on board the ship, 
when brought to, to pay them? Why, the importer will be dealt with pre- 
cisely as he would be were he in a similar situation in the harbor of 
New-York. But in case the goods, after paying Federal duties, are 
confiscated by the local collector? The Federal Government would be- 
come responsible for the loss, if it could not or did not prevent it. In 
other words, the importer of goods into any of the Cinq ports would be 
treated as a citizen of the United States, pursuing his lawful calling, 
and would receive every protection he now receives in the harbor of 
New-York; or if that is denied to him by the circumstances of the re- 
bellion, then he will be reimbursed in all his losses and damages aris- 
ing thereout.” 

16. Memorandum of Seward on provisioning Fort Sumter, Mar. 15, 
in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, V1, 200. 
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indicated by the fact that, on March 18, he addressed 
notes on the subject to three of his department heads. The 
first, to the Secretary of the Treasury, inquired as to 
whether goods were coming in without paying duties, and 
as to the practicability of collecting duties offshore. An- 
other, to the Secretary of the Navy, asked what naval 
forces could be placed at the disposal of the revenue sery- 
ice. The third, addressed to the Attorney General, re- 
quested an opinion as to the legal right of the executive 
to collect duties offshore in cases where collection in the 
ordinary way was impracticable." 

As matters later developed, offshore collection of duties 
was not attempted—but collection of duties at the customs 
houses was not attempted either. When war came, Lin- 
coln’s administration was not enforcing the revenue laws 
in the South, and instead of planning measures to compel 
the South to submit to them, Lincoln was working upon a 
formula to enforce them without compelling specific South- \, 
ern submission. 

Assuming that the revenue problem should be elimi- 
nated, the remaining aspect of Federal authority was that 
which related to Federal forts and arsenals. Lincoln’s atti- 
tude toward this problem shows how completely he had 
abandoned a policy of force. Nearly all Federal military 
property had been seized by secessionists, as their states 
went out of the Union, and Lincoln could have found no 
better issue on which to assert Federal authority than in 
the attempt to repossess this government property. He 
had, at one time, intended to force this issue. In December, 
he had sent a message to Winfield Scott, asking him to 
be ready to retake the forts, and, at the same time, he had 
contemplated making a public announcement that the forts 
would be retaken when he came to office.’* He had withheld 

17. Letters of Lincoln, Mar. 18, to Secretaries Chase and Welles, and 
Attorney General Bates, in ibid., VI, 224-225. 

18. Lincoln’s message to Scott was sent in a letter to E. B. Wash- 
burne, Dec. 21, in ibid., VI, 84. His proposed public announcement was 


mentioned in a letter to Trumbull, Dec. 24, in Tracy, ed., Uncollected 
Lincoln Letters, p. 173. 
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the statement then, but he included it in the original draft 
of his inaugural address: “All the power at my disposal 
will be used to reclaim the public property and places 
which have fallen; to hold, occupy, and possess these and 
all other property and places belonging to the govern- 
ment.’?? Had Lincoln persisted in this vigorous language, 
it might appear that on this point he intended to make 
his test of strength with the secessionists. But, before the 
inauguration, he consulted his associates, and when they 
objected to this passage, he modified it. A prolix substitute, 
suggested by Seward, did not appeal to Lincoln, but Or- 
ville H. Browning proposed a neater change which al- 
tered the wording slightly, and the meaning greatly. Lin- 
coln accepted this, and, in its final form, his message said: 
“The power confided to me will be used to hold, occupy, 
and possess the property and places belonging to the Goy- 
ernment.” In this statement, he abandoned his clear-cut 
notice that he would “reclaim the public property.” Time 
was soon to show that he had abandoned the purpose, as 


_ well as the notice. 


Interpreted in practical terms, the promise to “hold, 
occupy, and possess,”’ meant only that the Lincoln govern- 
ment would retain control of the two offshore forts of 
Pickens, at Pensacola, and Sumter, at Charleston. All 
other property had already passed into secessionist hands. 
Both of these forts, it appeared, could be held as symbols 
of national authority—and as such they would be highly 
important, giving a visible, physical embodiment to Lin- 
coln’s claims of an unbroken Union. Yet both could be 
retained, it seemed, without assuming the initiative, or 
inviting a clash. Pickens had been retained under the terms 
of a formal truce which had applied ever since January, 
and as for Fort Sumter, the War Department and the 
public both supposed that Major Anderson could main- 
tain himself there without supplies or reinforcements for 
an indefinite time. 


19, The original text and the history of the changes in this passage 
are given in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 333, note 12. 
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This, then, was the much vaunted “firm” policy of 
Lincoln. He would assert the Federal authority vigorously 
—but he would not exercise it. He would enforce the laws 
-—where an enforcement mechanism existed. He would de- 
liver the mails—aunless repelled. He would collect the duties 
—offshore. He would hold the forts—at least the ones 
which Buchanan had held, and which seemed capable of 
holding themselves. 

It was a superb pattern for reconstruction, one which 
seemed to eliminate every possibility of a clash. The rival 
sections were segregated by a sanitary cordon of neutral 
states which would prevent the possibility of any border 
incident causing an outbreak. Behind this barrier, the op- 
eration of Federal force would be, in effect, suspended so 
far as seemed necessary to give Unionism full and free 
scope. With every point of contact carefully muffled, fric- 
tion might be avoided indefinitely. Meanwhile the abdica- 
tion of Federal authority would be concealed and Union 
sentiment would be rallied by the firm language of the 
President, and by the retention of Fort Sumter, which had 
come to have enormous emotional significance as a symbol 
of the national authority. 

Regarded in this way, it appears that Lincoln’s policy 
was positive, detailed, and explicit. There were some indi- 
cations that it was, for a time, even recognized as such, 
and that Republican editors attempted to write in support 
of the policy which their President had announced. With- 
out claiming to interpret administration policy, both the 
New York Times and the T'ribune carried editorials which 
echoed Lincoln’s purposes, and cogently defended his 
policy, without attributing it to him. Two of these edi- 
torials are especially to the point. One, which appeared in 
the Times of March 21, began, “The true policy of the 
government is unquestionably that of masterly inactivity,” 
and continued, “The object to be aimed at is, the conver- 
sion of the Southern people from their Secessionism. The 
appeal of the Government must be te the minds of the 
people,—to their judgmert, their political sagacity, their 
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common sense. Force, as a means of restoring the Union, 
or of permanently preserving it, is out of the question. It 
has its place in our system of Government as in every other. 
It may and must be used to repel aggression,—to hold 
public property and to enforce obedience to the laws, in 
every case where temporary disobedience would not be a 
less evil than the attempt to compel assent: and of this the 
Government itself must be the judge. But no war,—no 
force can ever restore the Union. That work must be done 
by other means. The people of the South must come back, 
—not be driven back: and they will do it whenever they are 
convinced that their safety will permit, and that their in- 
terests require, it. It must be the aim of the Government to 
convince them of this fact,—-and to avoid everything which 
will change the issue and prevent the people from exercis- 
ing their calm judgment upon the subject. It must not dis- 
solve the Union, nor recognize its dissolution——nor permit 
any of the bonds of Union which still remain to be severed. 
Let it hold its forts, its arsenals, and all its public property 
—not menacingly, but as a matter of right and of duty,— 
and let it make no attack, and repel none for any other pur- 
pose than strict defence and self-preservation. 

“This, in our judgment, is the policy by which the Union 
may be preserved, and must be, if it is preserved at all.” 

Less than a week after the appearance of this editorial 
in the Times, the Tribune also urged the importance of 
“masterly inactivity.” It began by asserting that there 
were but three possible ways in which to meet the secession 
movement: “1. By prompt, resolute, unflinching resistance. 
. . . 2. By complete acquiescence in . . . Secession. . . . 
3. By a Fabian policy, which concedes nothing, yet em- 
ploys no force in support of resisted Federal authority, 
hoping to wear out the insurgent spirit and in due time re- 
establish the authority of the Union throughout the re- 
volted or seceded States, by virtue of the returning sanity 
and loyalty of their own people. 

“We do not assume,” said the T'ribwne, “that this last 
is the wisest policy, nor yet that it has been resolved on by 
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the new Administration; we propose simply to set forth 
the grounds on which it is commended and justified. 

“This Government, it is said, is based not on force but 
on reason; not on bayonets and battalions, but on good 
will and general consent. . . . To war on the Seceders is 
to give to their yet vapory institutions the strong cement 
of blood—is to baptize their nationality in the mingled 
life-blood of friends and foes. But let them severely alone 
—allow them to wear out the military ardor of their ad- 
herents in fruitless drilling and marches, and to exhaust 
the patience of their fellow-citizens by the amount and 
frequency of their pecuniary exactions—and the fabric 
of their power will melt away like fog in the beams of a 
morning sun. Only give them rope, and they will speedily 
fulfill their destiny—the People, even of South Carolina, 
rejecting their sway as intolerable, and returning to the 
mild and paternal guardianship of the Union. 

“In behalf of this policy, it is urged that the Secession- 
ists are a minority even in the seceded States; that they 
have grasped power by usurpation and retain it by ter- 
rorism ; that they never dare submit the question of Union 
or Disunion fairly and squarely to the people, and always 
shun a popular vote when they can. In view of these facts, 
the Unionists of the South urge that the Government shall 
carry forebearance to the utmost, in the hope that the Nul- 
lifiers will soon be overwhelmed by the public sentiment 
of their own section, and driven with ignominy from 
power.”””° 

As Lincoln conceived it at the time when he assumed the 
Presidency, and as many of his followers conceived it dur- 
ing the brief remaining span of peace, the preservation of 
the Union was to be achieved by forbearance, and not by 


20. New York Tribune, Mar. 27. As a forerunner of this editorial, 
see the Washington dispatch, Jan. 30, signed J. S. P[ike]., in the 
Tribune of Feb. 1. This dispatch declared, “Their [the secessionists’ ] 
whole scheme is likely to prove a total failure if nothing is done to help 
them out. ... A ‘masterly inactivity,’ accompanied with firmness and 
determination, is the surest policy to set them all by the ears in a short 


time,” 
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force; the term “reconstruction” was used without any 
taint of its later connotations. But in a very brief time, this 
concept was rendered obsolete. Within five weeks, confusion 
and misunderstanding as to Linccln’s policy became evi- 
dent.2 During and after the war, the short-lived preva- 
lence of this policy was almost wholly forgotten. 

It was forgotten partly because of sectional violence. 
The Northern tradition has enshrined Lincoln for striking 
fearlessly at disunion and slavery. The Confederate tradi- 
tion has damned him for destroying the old state-rights 
system. Some have lauded and some have stigmatized him 
for enforcing the national authority, but few have paused 
to note how extremely reluctant he was to enforce this au- 
thority or to accomplish these ends. 

The policy is forgotten, also, because the Unionism 
which existed in the South, and upon which Lincoln relied, 
was soon covered and obliterated by the Confederate gray. 
Without that Unionism, and without a recognition of it, 
Lincoln’s plan is incomprehensible. When the previous ex- 
istence of Southern Unionism was forgotten by loyal Con- 
federates and angry Northerners, the existence of a plan 
based upon an appeal to Southern Unionism was forgotten 
also: 

“\ Finally, Lincoln’s plan is forgotten because his policy 
was stillborn. His whole plan was built upon the assump- 
tion that Sumter could be passively retained as a symbol 
of the vitality of the Union. On the morning after he de- 
livered the inaugural address, Lincoln learned that he had 
based it on a false premise. Unexpected word reached him 
from Major Anderson that the fort must fail in a few 
weeks unless supplies were thrown in. 

21. Seward’s memorandum to Lincoln, Apr. 1, in Nicolay and Hay, 
eds., Works of Lincoln, V1, 234, said that the government had declared 
no policy—this despite the fact that Seward had personally shared in 
the revision of the inaugural address. Lincoin wrote to a committee 
from the Virginia convention, on Apr. 13 (in ibid., VI, 243): “Having, 
at the beginning of my official term, expressed my intended policy as 
plainly as i was able, it is with deep regret and some mortification I 


now learn that there is a great and injurious uncertainty in the public 
mind as to what that policy is, and what course I intend to pursue.” 
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Immediately he was confronted with the dilemma that 
he must sacrifice that vital symbol, or abandon his plan of 
passivity. His efforts to escape this dilemma constitute the 
final episode in the attempt to preserve a voluntary Union. 


NOTE ON MAJOR ROBERT ANDERSON’S LETTER DELIVERED 
TO LINCOLN ON MARCH 5 


Anderson’s important letter of February 28, which was received 
in the last hours of the Buchanan administration and shown to 
Lincoln on March 5, is*missing, and has never been used by his- 
torians, Its absence was noted in the Official Records, Series I, 
Vol. I, p. 191, note; and a search, made for the author in the 
summer of 1941, in the National Archives, yielded no record of 
it. The letter may be in the Lincoln manuscripts (closed until 
1947) in the Library of Congress. 

A recent volume, Lincoln Takes Command (Chapel Hill, 1941), 
by John Shipley Tilley, questions whether any such letter was 
ever sent, and suggests that the whole story of the starving garri- 
son may have been fabricated to afford a pretext for an aggres- 
sive policy. This argument contains much special pleading, and 
it rests too much upon a demonstration of errors in other histori- 
cal accounts, and not enough upon actual evaluation of the sources. 
Essentially, however, it is based upon two major arguments: 

(1) That there is no good first-hand evidence that Anderson 
ever sent any such letter. This contention is invalidated by sev- 
eral important sources: (1) President Buchanan made a mem- 
orandum of the cabinet meeting of March 4, in which he spoke 
of Holt announcing that he had “received extraordinary dis- 
patches from Major Anderson saying that without a force of 
some twenty or thirty thousand men to capture the batteries 
which had been erected, he could not maintain himself at Fort 
Sumter.’ Other memoranda by Buchanan showed that these dis- 
patches were transmitted by Secretary of War Holt to Lincoln, 
on March 5. The substance of these memoranda was repeated in 
Buchanan’s Mr. Buchanan’s Administration on the Eve of the 
Rebellion. All in Moore, ed., Works of Buchanan, XI, 156; XII, 
190-191. (2) Joseph Holt wrote to Lincoln on March 5, enclos- 
ing Anderson’s dispatches ‘‘which are of a most important and 
unexpected character” inasmuch as Anderson had been requested 
to report “whenever, in his judgment, additional supplies or re- 
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enforcements were necessary. . . . So long, therefore, as he re- 
mained silent upon this point, the government felt that there was 
no ground for apprehension.” Moore, ed., Works of Buchanan, 
XI, 191-193. (3) Gideon Welles declared in his diary that on 
March 6 he was present at a conference with Holt, General Scott, 
and others, at which Scott declared that the meeting was called 
especially because of “‘certain intelligence of a distressing char- 
acter from Major Anderson at Fort Sumter, stating that his 
supplies were almost exhausted, that he could get no provisions 
in Charleston, and that he, with his small command would be 
wholly destitute in about six weeks.” Morse, ed., Welles Diary, 
I, 4. Tilley mentions this but fails to note the highly significant 
point that Holt was present when Scott made these assertions, 
that Holt possessed an independent knowledge of the contents 
of the Anderson dispatch, and that, even if Lincoln could have 
deceived Scott, he could not possibly have deceived Holt. Nor 
did Holt have any cause for collusion with Lincoln in such a 
fantastic distortion of the contents of a War Department com- 
munication. (4) Edward Bates, in his diary for March 9, noted 
that, at a cabinet meeting, “I was astonished to be informed that 
Fort Sumter . . . must be evacuated, and that General Scott, 
Gen[era]] Totten, and Major Anderson concur in opinion, that, 
as the place has but 28 days [sic] provision, it must be relieved, 
if at all, in that time.” Beale, ed., Bates Diary, p. 177. (5) Lin- 
coln, himself, in his message to Congress, July 4, 1861, declared 
that, on March 5, a letter from Major Anderson, Feb. 28, had 
been handed to him; and that this letter expressed the opinion 
that “reinforcements could not be thrown into the fort within 
the time for his relief, rendered necessary by the limited supply 
of provisions. . . .” Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, 
Vi, 310. (6) The testimony of John G. Nicolay, given in his 
own book, The Outbreak of the Rebellion (New York, 1882), 
p- 50, and in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 325, to the effect 
that Anderson reported a food shortage at Sumter, may be re- 
garded as a primary source, since Nicolay was Lincoln’s private 
secretary. 

(II) That Anderson could not have sent such a message, be- 
cause it was inconsistent with all his earlier reports that there 
was no shortage of supplies. Undeniably, the inconsistency ap- 
peared, strongly enough to astonish the heads of the War De- 
partment. Instead, however, of denying that so great a reversal 
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could have taken place, it may be more pertinent to inquire why 
Anderson reversed himself. Without attempting to make a com- 
plete answer to this query, it seems significant to note the asser- 
tions current at the time that Anderson had deliberately refrained 
from asking for supplies which he knew to be necessary. New 
York Tribune, Mar. 13 (Charleston, Mar. 9) and 14 (Wash- 
ington, Mar. 9). This does not necessarily imply a treasonable 
intent to betray the fort to the Confederates, but only an un- 
willingness to call on the government to send supplies and thus, 
as Anderson knew, precipitate war, while there was still hope 
of peace. When he did, at last, give notice of his impending food 
shortage, it was with the implication that he ought to be evacu- 
ated (still preserving peace) rather than that supplies ought 
to be sent. Until the time of the firing, Anderson consistently 
discouraged all plans to relieve him. 


XIII 


THE LAST PHASE OF PEACEABLE 
RECONSTRUCTION 


‘ , Y HEN Lincoln came to the Presidency, he had 
evolved a policy which provided against the out- 
break of war through any existing contingency. 
But no sooner had he been inaugurated than the contin- 
gencies were altered. Anderson’s unexpected notice, re- 
quiring cither the evacuation of Sumter or the active pro- 
visioning of that fort, ruined Lincoln’s policy of passive 
nationalism. During the next six weeks, the administration 
sought desperately to modify the inaugural formula in 
some way, so that it might still save the Union without 
civil war. 

For nearly a month, evacuation of the fort was regarded 
almost as a foregone conclusion. Seward assumed this with 
such certainty that he offered an unauthorized promise of 
evacuation as a means of preventing the Confederate 
Commissioners at Washington from precipitating a crisis. 
Meanwhile, the administration considered various meas- 
ures designed to show the vitality of the national organ- 
ism, and thus to offset the effect of evacuation. First, Lin- 
coln and Seward together sought to inspire a Unionist 
demonstration in Texas. Even before this, Lincoln had 
contemplated a trade, by which he would abandon the fort 
in return for a promise of adherence to the Union by the 
Virginia Convention ; and as prospects of holding the fort 
grew faint, the advantage of trading it away, rather than 
giving it away, became increasingly evident. Meanwhile, 
plans were made to transfer attention to Fort Pickens as a 
substitute symbol of national authority. But the develop- 
ments at Pickens prevented it from being used as an equiv- 
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alent for Sumter, whereupon Lincoln took the momen- 
tous decision to send supplies to the fort at Charleston. He 
sought still to keep the peace by promising not to reinforce 
the fort, if the food supplies were not resisted. Seward 
viewed this expedient with justified pessimism, and hastily 
organized an expedition to Pickens in the hope that it 
might still become the symbol of national authority. When 
this failed, Seward desperately proposed a foreign war as 
the only remaining device for escaping a domestic conflict. 


‘. The problem of Sumter confronted Lincoln at a very 
difficult time. Inexperienced, and beset by office-seekers 
as he was, he faced his hardest problem before he had even 
learned which of his officials were reliable. One of his first 
questions was to inquire of Holt whether Anderson could 
be trusted.’ Yet the situation would admit of no delay, and 
the new President turned his attention to the problem of 
Sumter very promptly. As early as March 6, a conference 
was held with Joseph Holt, General Scott, Brigadier Gen- 
eral Totten, Gideon Welles, and others in attendance. 
Lincoln did not attend this meeting, but on the day follow- 
ing, substantially the same conferees met with the Presi- 
dent at the White House.” A number of cabinet discussions 

_ were held, and after these preliminary consultations Lin- 

“coln moved toward a decision. On March 9, he submitted to 
General Scott questions as to the length of time for which 
Anderson could maintain himself, and the capacity of the 
army to relieve him.* Scott responded on March 12 with 
a detailed opinion that relief could only be accomplished 
by a force larger than could be raised, and that the fort 
ought to be abandoned.* The naval authorities, and par- 
ticularly Captain Gustavus V. Fox, brother-in-law of 
Postmaster General Montgomery Blair, had already ex- 

1. Crawford, Story of Sumter, p. 285. 
2. Morse, ed., Welles Diary, I, 3-6. 
8. Lincoln to Scott, Mar. 9 cited in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 379. 


4. Scott to Lincoln, Mar. 11, 12, quoted in part in ibid., III, 381, and 
in Oficial Records, Ser. I, Vol. I, p. 197. 
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pressed a contrary opinion.’ Therefore, the military pos- 
sibilities were still obscure when, on March 15, Lincoln 
submitted to his cabinet a question as to the wisdom of pro- 
visioning Sumter, assuming that it could be accomplished.° 

The answers were preponderantly in favor of evacua- 
tion. Only Blair advocated sending provisions without ref- 
erence to consequences. Chase also favored provisioning, 
but he indicated his belief that supplies could be furnished 
without causing war, and that he would not favor the 
measure if it entailed war. All other members of the cab- 
inet favored evacuation. Welles predicted that a relief ex- 
pedition would cause war, and “I am not prepared to ad- 
vise a course that will provoke hostilities.” Caleb Smith 
also predicted that war would ensue, and preferred that, 
if it were coming, the South should cause it by resisting 
law officers rather than military forces. Simon Cameron 
opposed provisioning because it ‘would initiate a bloody 
and protracted conflict.” Bates, likewise, thought that 
such action was sure to lead to war, which he deprecated 
because it would prevent the peaceful reconstruction of 
the Union, for which he still hoped. Seward wrote an ex- 
tended answer, in which he set forth, once more, his belief 
in the “profound and permanent” Union sentiment in the 
South, which would cause the people there “to reverse 
upon due deliberation, all the . . . acts . . . by which 
they were hastily . . . committed to disunion.” He also 
pointed out the extreme forbearance which had been 
necessary in order to hold Virginia, Maryland, Kentucky, 
North Carolina, Tennessee, Missouri, and Arkansas to 
the Union, and argued that continued forbearance would 
be required in order to keep them. An expedition, he said, 
would gain no military advantage, would lose the Border 
states, and would precipitate war. He was opposed to it.” 

5. Beale, ed., Bates Diary, Mar. 9, p. 177; Fox, memorandum, Feb. 6, 


and letter to Blair, Feb. 23, in Oficial Records, Ser. 1, Vol. I, pp. 203-204. 
6. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 385. 


7, These opinions, dated Mar. 15 and 16, except in the case of Blair, 


undated, appear in Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 192- 
220. 
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These opinions were submitted to Lincoln on March 
15 and 16, and it is safe to say that he tentatively adopted 
the view which they expressed. If he had been required to 
make a final decision on the Sumter question at that time 
or for two weeks thereafter, he would almost certainly 
have decided in favor of evacuation. It was generally sup- 
posed that he had already made the painful decision, or 
would inevitably do so when it could be put off no longer. 
According to Welles, the President “appeared to ac- 
quiesce,” and Blair was so convinced of the finality of the 
decision that he wrote out his resignation.’ Stephen A. 
Douglas and Lyman Trumbull both understood that Lin- 
coln had accepted the opinion of his cabinet, and that 
there was a decision to evacuate the fort.® General Scott, 
also, apparently supposed that the evacuation of the fort 
had been determined upon.’° 

On March 19, however, Lincoln took a step which 
should have served as conclusive warning that he had not 
fully made up his mind. He sent a request to Scott, 
through the Secretary of War, that some suitable person 
be sent to Charleston to secure accurate information as to 
Anderson’s position. Scott appointed Gustavus Fox for 
this mission. Fox left on the same day on which Lincoln 
made the request, went to Charleston, and saw Anderson, 
who told him that he could hold out until April 15, and 
that he did not consider plans of reinforcement feasible.” 

Before Fox could return to Washington, however, an- 


8. Morse, ed., Welles Diary, I, 9, 13. 

9. Orville H. Browning, Apr. 26, wrote, “Douglass [sic] and Trumbull 
both told me that it had been determined upon in Cabinet to evacuate 
Fort Sumter, but that Lincoln would not issue the order.” As this state- 
ment continues, it indicates that Douglas received his information from 
the Confederate Commissioner, John Forsyth. Pease and Randall, eds., 
O. H. Browning Diary, I, 466. “Public Man,” however, declared that 
Douglas claimed to have his information directly from Lincoln. “Diary 
of a Public Man,” Mar. 11, in North Am. Rev., CX XIX, 493. 

10. Montgomery Blair to Samuel W. Crawford, May 6, 1882, in Craw- 
ford, Story of Sumter, p. 365. 

11. For selection of Fox by Scott, see Official Records, Ser. I, Vol. I, 
pp. 208-209. For his mission, see Crawford, Story of Sumter, pp. 369-378. 
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other and a more curious mission had been sent after him. 
As it happened, there was present in Washington a friend 
of Lincoln’s named S. A. Hurlbut, a citizen of Illinois, 


—) but a native of Charleston. Lincoln, it appears, sent for 
‘him on March 21 and asked him to go to Charleston and 


ascertain whether there was actually a strong Unionist 
party there. Hurlbut undertook the assignment, went to 
Charleston, and talked with many people, including James 
Louis Petigru, his former law preceptor and the most emi- 
nent Unionist in the state. From this investigation, Hurl- 
but concluded that Unionism was virtually extinct in 
Carolina.!? Thus, his mission was most productive. But 
the curious feature of his trip is that he was accompanied 
by Lincoln’s muscular and bibulous young friend, Ward 
Lamon. What conceivable service Lamon could have ren- 
dered is difficult to imagine. But what he did do, on all 
sides, was to leave the impression that the evacuation of 
Sumter was imminent. He sought an interview with Goy- 
ernor Pickens, and informed him that he had come to ar- 
range for the removal of the garrison. With the greatest 
air of authority, he even proceeded to discuss the type of 
vessel which should be used and the details of evacuation. 
As if this were not enough, he wrote to the Governor 
shortly after his departure, saying that he would soon re- 
turn to arrange for the removal." 


12. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 390-392, including a report of 


Hurlbut to Lincoln, Mar. 27. 


13. Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 333, citing letter of Pickens, Aug. 3, 
in Charleston Courier, Aug. 6; Crawford, Story of Sumter, pp. 373-374, 
citing Pickens’ message, Nov., 1861. No conclusive explanation has ever 
been offered, either for the sending of Lamon to Charleston, or for his 
conduct after he got there. It may be that he was sent to provide some 
degree of protection for Hurlbut. It may be that, as a native Virginian 
with friends in Charleston, he was expected, like Hurlbut, to investigate 
the degree of Unionism in the South. Seward may have had some part 
in sending him, for he wrote to Seward from Charleston, Mar. 25. Ban- 
croft, Seward, Ii, 107. 

Even more difficult to explain is Lamon’s conduct after he arrived in 
Charleston. Conceivably he was the agent in a sinister design to mislead 
the Carolinians, but more probably his impulsiveness and his vanity led 
him to assume the role of spokesman for the policy which he believed the 
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On the face of it, Lincoln’s desire for information on 
conditions at Charleston would suggest that he was still 
undecided as to Sumter, but Lamon’s dogmatic promises 
of evacuation, coupled with the general expectation in 
Washington, led to a widespread and unqualified belief 
that the question was settled. An Associated Press dis- 
patch of March 19 announced that evacuation had been 
ordered for the next day.'* The T'ribwne’s Charleston cor- 
respondent reported that ‘the authenticated report” that 
the fort would be abandoned “affords inexpressible relief 
to hundreds of families . . . that had husbands and 
brothers in the rebel ranks.” * Joseph Holt and Edwin 
Stanton, in letters to Buchanan, assured him of the same 
decision. From New York, John A. Dix wrote of the bad 
effects of “the intelligence that Fort Sumter is to be 
abandoned.” But the stock exchange regarded it as good 
news, and securities rose.?® 

The complete credence with which the public accepted 
these reports is shown by a tendency to regard the evacua- 
tion almost as an accomplished fact. Among the corre- 
spondents of Chase, for instance, one wrote, “The news 
received yesterday was anything but pleasant. The sur- 
render of the forts will give great dissatisfaction.” An- 
other said, “You . . . have no idea of the despondency 
and discouragement of the Republicans . . . in this part 
of the country.” On April 1, the Republicans lost a state 
election in Ohio, and they were prompt to attribute this 
defeat to the situation at Sumter. One of them wrote, 
“Ohio yesterday spoke in thunder tones against the sur- 
rendering of Fort Sumpter [sic]. . . . Itis tous a Water- 


administration had adopted. In this connection, it may be that Seward, 
in his anxiety to forestall an attack upon Sumter, encouraged Lamon to 
tell the Carolina leaders that it would be evacuated. 

14. New York Tribune, Mar. 20 (Washington, Mar. 19, Associated 
Press). 

15. Ibid., Mar. 16 (Charleston, Mar. 12). 

16. Buchanan received repeated assurances from Stanton (Mar, 12, 
14, 16, Apr. 3), Holt (Mar. 14, 20), and Dix (Mar. 14, 28), that Sumter 
would be evacuated. All in Curtis, Buchanan, II, 531-538. Also see cita- 
tions in Rhodes, Hist. of U. S., III, 332-333. 
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loo defeat, and all know that the supposed evacuation 

. is what did it.” Similarly, Rutherford B. Hayes de- 
clared, “Yes, giving up Fort Sumter is vexing. It hurts 
our little election, too.” ™ 

It is clearly evident that a general understanding ex- 
isted that Major Anderson was to be withdrawn. It is also 
evident that Lincoln shared in this understanding, for he 
told Francis P. Blair, Sr., that it had not yet been fully 
decided, but that the cabinet was almost a unit in favor 
of it and “that he thought such would be the result.” ** 
It is sometimes said that actual orders of evacuation were 
drawn up and signed.’® But probably there was never 
more than an informal understanding, and, to the cabinet 
members, who did not yet know that Lincoln was capable 
of overruling their opinion, nothing more seemed neces- 
sary. Seward certainly entertained no doubt as to the 
outcome, and his presumption led him into what was prob- 
ably the least creditable episode of his career. 

It was the misfortune of the new administration, at the 
same time when it was vexed by the Sumter question, to be 
troubled also by demands, presented by Confederate com- 
missioners, for recognition of the Davis government. Two 
of the commissioners, Martin J. Crawford, and John For- 
syth, were in Washington by March 8, and were later 
joined by A. B. Roman. They perceived that the Lincoln 
government was eager for peace, and, accordingly, they 

17. Letters to Chase from A. Sanders Piatt, Mar. 12; J. H. Jordan, 
Mar. 27; J. W. and J. B. Antram, Apr. 2; in Chase MSS. Hayes to S. 


Birchard, Mar. 17, in Williams, ed., Diary and Letters of Hayes, Il, 6. 

18. Blair gave this account to Crawford. Crawford, Story of Sumter, 
p. 364. 

19. For full evidence that Lincoln contemplated abandoning the fort, 
see Wilmer L. Hall, “Lincoln’s Interview with John B. Baldwin,” in South 
Atlantic Quarterly (1914), XIII, 260-269. Its most striking citations 
are to an article in the Richmond Hwaminer, Aug. 8, 1861, containing the 
text of a statement which it is claimed that Lincoln once approved in 
proof, justifying the necessity of evacuation; and an unverified state- 
ment by R. R. Howison, “History of the War,” in Southern Literary 


Messenger, XXXIX, 404, that Lincoln once signed an order for evacua- 
tion. 
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determined to press for recognition.”° Since the ordinary 
channels of diplomatic intercourse were closed to them, 
they enlisted Seward’s friend, Senator Gwin, as an inter- 
mediary. Gwin was peculiarly well fitted for this purpose, 
inasmuch as he was known to be a Southern sympathizer, 
and yet he had served Seward in matters of great confi- 
dence: he had aided him in trying to induce the Buchanan 
administration to come to an understanding with the Caro- 
linians after Anderson’s removal from Moultrie; he had 
also, at Seward’s instance, told Lincoln of the extreme 
fragility of Unionism in the Border states; he had ren- 
dered Seward an even more signal service by writing twice 
to Jefferson Davis to assure him that the Republican ad- 
ministration would seek peace and an amicable settlement 
of issues.** With these qualifications, Gwin was brought 
into the negotiations very early, and it may even be that 
he was first employed by Seward to extend assurances of 
good-will to the commissioners, while withholding recogni- 
tion. If so, however, the effort failed, and Gwin next ap- 
peared on behalf of the Confederates. Acting for them, 
he conveyed to Seward the suggestion that if they were not 
received, Sumter would be attacked.” Shortly after this, 
he applied for an interview with Seward, at which he ap- 
parently intended to ask that the commissioners be re- 


20. Letter of commissioners to Secretary Toombs, Mar. 8, in Ban- 
croft, Seward, II, 110. 

21. Gwin, “Gwin and Seward,’ in Overland Monthly, 2nd series, 
XVIII, 467-469, recounts these services. For the effort to influence 
Buchanan, see above, p. 269. The letter to Davis is confirmed by an un- 
dated memorandum, no. 1, of Sam Ward to Seward, in which he (Ward) 
tells of hearing Browne, of the Washington Constitution, say that Jef- 
ferson Davis had shown him (Browne), the letter from Gwin. Bancroft, 
Seward, II, 543-545. Gwin also told Crawford of the letter to Davis. 
Crawford, Story of Sumter, p. 320. 

22. Undated memorandum, no. 2, of Sam Ward, to Seward, declared 
that if the commissioners were refused, Davis could not prevent an at- 
tack on the forts. Bancroft, Seward, II, 543-545. A letter of the com- 
missioners to Toombs, Mar. 8, in ibid., II, 109-110, shows that the com- 
missioners arranged for Gwin to tell Seward that they would precipitate 
the Sumter issue at once, unless Seward gave them certain assurances. 
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ceived informally. But when he called at Seward’s quar- 
ters the next day, he was informed that the Secretary was 
ill and could not see him. Thereupon he withdrew from the 
negotiations, either because he disbelieved Seward’s illness, 
or because he was leaving Washington for New York.” 
When Gwin withdrew from the scene, Senator Robert 
M. T. Hunter of Virginia was enlisted in his place, and, 
on March 11, he called on Seward and requested that he 
grant an informal interview to the commissioners. Seward 
was obviously troubled by this request, and he sought 
refuge in the plea that he must refer the matter to Lin- 
coln. On the following day, when Hunter came for an 
answer, Seward handed him a written statement: “It will 
not be in my power to receive the gentlemen of whom we 
conversed yesterday. . . . This decision proceeds solely on 
public grounds, and not from any want of personal re- 
spect.” Thus the prospect of negotiations appeared to be 
blasted, and the commissioners therefore took the formal 
step of filing at the State Department a request for recog- 
nition. Seward put off making a reply, for which they 
called on March 14 and again on March 15, but it was 
evident that he must soon reject their request, and thus 


23. The story of Gwin’s connection With this affair is much confused, 
because he was superseded in the midst of the negotiations by R. M. T. 
Hunter. The confusion was intensified when Seward, in a paper refus- 
ing the demands for recognition, spoke of the intermediation of “A dis- 
tinguished senator.” This ambiguity has led some historians to ignore 
Gwin, and assume that Hunter was the only intermediary. Rhodes, 
Hist. of U. S., III, 328; Crawford, Story of Sumter, p. 322. Gwin, on 
the other hand, appears to have assumed that he was the “distinguished 
senator,” and to have altered his chronology to fit this assumption. Gwin, 
“Gwin and Seward,” in Overland Monthly, 2nd series, XVIII. 

The point at which Gwin dropped out and Hunter came in is indicated 
by a letter of the commissioners to Toombs, Mar. 12. This speaks of 
Seward’s illness (which Gwin had encountered) and remarks that he 
returned to his office Mar. 11, whereupon they decided to send their 
memorandum. But, “The gentleman who was to carry it had... left 
the city; and feeling unwilling to lose time in waiting for him, we availed 
ourselves of the kind consent of Senator Hunter, of Virginia, to see Mr. 
Seward.” Bancroft, Seward, II, 111. Gwin gave his dissatisfaction with 
Seward’s “illness,” and not his departure from Washington, as the cause 
of his withdrawal. Gwin, “Gwin and Seward,” p. 469. 
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incur the possibility that they would execute their threat 
against Sumter.** 

Seward was, of course, uneasy at this prospect, but at 
the very moment when it seemed that every possibility of 
an understanding had failed, a new channel of communi- 
cation opened. Justice Samuel Nelson of the Supreme 
Court called on Seward to discuss certain constitutional 
problems of enforcing the law in the Southern states. Dur- 
ing their conversation, Seward told Nelson of the com- 
missioners’ demands, and of the irritation which he antic- 
ipated would result from his refusal. Nelson requested 
that his colleague, Justice John A. Campbell of Alabama, 
might be brought into this phase of the conversation. 
Consequently, the discussion was renewed with both jus- 
tices present, and both pressing for a recognition of the 
commissioners. In response to their urging, Seward ex- 
claimed, “I wish I could do it. See Montgomery Blair, see 
Mr. Bates, see Mr. Lincoln himself. I wish you would. 
They are all Southern men. Convince them. No, there is 
not a member of the cabinet who would consent to it. If 
Jefferson Davis had known the state of things here, he 
would not have sent those commissioners. The evacuation 
of Sumter is as much as the administration can bear.” 

Campbell instantly recognized that Seward’s rejoinder 
offered a basis of escape from the impasse: if Seward 
would pledge the evacuation of Sumter, the Confederates 
ought to suspend their claims for recognition. He offered 
to suggest this in a letter to Jefferson Davis, and received 
Seward’s consent. “And what shall I say to him?” asked 
Campbell. “You may say to him,” answered Seward, “that 
before that letter reaches him—how far is it to Montgom- 
ery?” “Three days,” replied Campbell. “You may say to 
him that before that letter reaches him, the telegraph will 
have informed him that Sumter will have been evacuated.” 

This was the assurance which Campbell needed. He sent 

24. All this is evident from the letters of the commissioners to Toombs, 


Mar. 12, 22, in Bancroft, Seward, II, 111-113, and Mar. 12 (second letter) 
in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 401-403. 
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it to Davis at once, and then, on the same day, called on 
Commissioner Crawford, urged him not to press for recog- 
nition, and insisted that the government ought not to be 
embarrassed by other demands at a time when it was pre- 
paring, as he knew, to evacuate Sumter. Crawford de- 
manded to know his authority, and Campbell scrupulously 
replied that he would not name an authority, but would be 
responsible for the statement personally. Crawford, how- 
ever, readily guessed that Campbell had the word of Sew- 
ard, and he agreed not to call for the answer to his re- 
quest for recognition if Campbell would give him a written 
statement of his personal assurance that the fort would be 
evacuated. Campbell complied, writing a note which ex- 
pressed his “perfect confidence in the fact that Fort Sum- 
ter will be evacuated in the next five days,” and asked fora 
ten day delay on the part of the Confederates. The note 
was approved by Justice Nelson, and a copy was sent to 
Seward. 

After Seward received the note, he could no longer mis- 
understand that his statement had been regarded as a 
pledge. If he was unwarranted in making a pledge—as it 
appears that he was—he should have corrected the matter 
then. If he was authorized by Lincoln to offer a pledge— 
as he almost certainly was not—he should have resigned 
when the pledge was repudiated. But in a spirit of gam- 
bling opportunism, Seward let the pledge stand, in the 
hope that he could fulfill it. 

From the day of this pledge, Seward was constantly 
pressed for the execution of his promise. After waiting 
five days, the commissioners learned from Charleston that 
no preparations for evacuation were evident. When they 
transmitted this information to Campbell, he, with Justice 
Nelson, called on Seward and received new assurances. 
With renewed confidence, Campbell, on March 21, gave 
the commissioners a second note, stating his faith that 
Sumter would be evacuated, and promising a further 
statement after an interview with Seward next day. In 
accordance with this promise, Campbell talked again with 
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Seward, found him “buoyant and sanguine,” and there- 
upon supplied the commissioners with a third note (March 
22), in which he said, “I have still unabated confidence 
that Fort Sumter will be evacuated.” Justice Nelson again 
appeared as a sort of co-guarantor, but he seems to have 
had less elastic confidence than Campbell, and he with- 
drew from the negotiations at this time. 

On this precarious basis, the status remained un- 
changed” until the impatient authorities of South Caro- 
lina caused the commissioners to press for action. Gover- 
nor Pickens, after five days of waiting, sent the commis- 
sioners telegraphic information (March 30) of Lamon’s 
promise (March 25), that Sumter would be abandoned. 
The commissioners thereupon sent Campbell to Seward 
with Pickens’ telegram. Seward promised to make an an- 
swer to it on April 1. As is now known, Seward made his 
supreme effort to get control of the administration on that 
day. Perhaps the vigor of the effort resulted partly from 
his anxiety to fulfill his pledge. But, in any event, when 
Campbell called again, Seward wrote in his presence, and 
handed to him, a statement that “the President may de- 
sire to supply Fort Sumter, but will not undertake to do 
so without first giving notice to Governor Pickens.” *° 

Campbell saw at once that this was an effort to shift 
ground: a promise to evacuate differed vastly from a 
promise to give notice before reinforcing. He demanded 


25. On March 23, Seward, in a conversation with the Russian minister, 
Baron Stoeckl, expressed the hope that the Confederate States would 
return to the Union voluntarily, but said that if they should not, he 
believed they ought to be allowed to go in peace. He then expressed a 
desire to meet the Confederate commissioner, A. B. Roman, at the Rus- 
sian legation. Baron Stoeckl offered to arrange such a meeting at tea on 
March 25, and Seward agreed. Roman accepted an invitation and the 
meeting was all arranged, when Seward sent his regrets, declaring later 
that he could not risk the possible publicity. This episode is substantiated 
by letters of Roman to Toombs, Mar. 25, and of the commissioners to 
Toombs, Mar. 26, cited in Bancroft, Seward, II, 117. 

26. At the same interview, Seward withdrew this statement, and sub- 
stituted, as an equivalent, “I am satisfied the government will not un- 
dertake to supply Fort Sumter without giving notice to Governor 
Pickens.” 
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an explanation, and one can imagine that Seward’s glib- 
ness was fiercely tried. But he rose to the occasion. He 
argued that the decision to evacuate had been reached in 
cabinet, and that there was no reason to expect that it 
would be reversed. As for Lamon, he had been sent simply 
to enable the government to claim that the matter had 
been fully investigated. As for the delay, the administra- 
tion was forced to wait until after the elections in Connec- 
ticut and Rhode Island. And as for his earlier promises, 
their import remained unaffected. 

Seward succeeded in persuading Campbell that evacua- 
tion would take place, but one fact, already suspected, 
was now established: the President had either authorized 
no pledge, or had repudiated his authorization. The erst- 
while promise now became a probability. The probability, 
however, was strong, and the commissioners chose to accept 
it. Therefore, they still did not call for the answer to their 
demand for recognition, though they knew that it had 
long been ready. But while they waited, they watched 
closely for any sign of a change in policy. In the first days 
of April they began to detect evidences of military prepa- 
ration, and, in the light of these developments, they could 
not share in Campbell’s belief that the government dared 
not deceive him. Consequently, they called upon the Jus- 
tice to explain why his pledge had not been fulfilled. He, 
in turn, demanded an explanation from Seward, and, in 
response, received on April 8 an undated, unsigned state- 
ment, “Faith as to Sumter fully kept; wait and see.” 

_ So far as “faith” consisted in giving notice before send- 
ing supplies to Sumter, it was indeed “fully kept,” for 
such notice had already been sent to Governor Pickens. So 
far as it consisted in fulfilling Seward’s assurance that 
Sumter would be evacuated, it was, of course, not kept. 
Nor is it true, as it is sometimes speciously argued, that 
Seward did not understand that his statement was inter- 
preted as a pledge. Three times he was required to make 
his affirmation, in the presence of two justices of the Su- 
preme Court, and three times he received copies of written 
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memoranda showing that the justices had accepted re- 
sponsibility for the validity of his statement. One can only 
conclude that Seward’s cptimism—r his desperation— 
caused him to assume an entirely false position. The fact 
that the commissioners suspected it to be false, and under- 
stood the true struggle taking place in the administration, 
does not alter the essential fact. Nor is it altered by the 
consideration that the commissioners were more willing to 
delay than they appeared to be. 

The commissioners found Seward’s last reply unsatis- 
factory. Consequently, on the same day (April 8) that it 
was given, they at last called for the reply to their demand 
for recognition. This document, ready since March 15, 
was handed to them at once. Thus, after many delays, the 
“negotiations” with the commissioners finally broke down. 
But, at a heavy cost to his personal credit, Seward had 
prevented for four full weeks the precipitation of a diplo- 
matic crisis which might have had immediate military 
repercussions.” 


While Seward was temporizing with the commissioners, 
or the commissioners were temporizing with Seward, as 
the case may be, Lincoln and Seward together were en- 
gaged in a project which has been entirely ignored, except 
in Texas history ; yet it was one of the most revealing of all 
their activities, insofar as it gave concrete proof of their 
belief in Southern Unionism. 

When Lincoln became President, all the states of the 
lower South had seceded, and in all except one of these 


27. The whole story of the intermediation of Justice Campbell, and 
of relations between the State Department and the commissioners, from 
Mar. 15 to Apr. 8, is fully set forth in the MS. correspondence of the 
Confederate Commissioners with Toombs, and in certain writings of 
Justice Campbell: letters to Seward, Mar. 15, 16, Apr. 7, 13; letter to 
Jefferson Davis, Apr. 3; a manuscript entitled “Facts of History”; and 
a paper prepared for the Southern Historical Society, Dec. 20, 1873. 
My account is based on the quotations and paraphrases of these manu- 
scripts in Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 396-414; Bancroft, Seward, II, 
113, and 130-131, 140-141; and, especially, Crawford, Story of Sumter, 
pp. 825-345. The Jast gives the text of all of Campbell’s memoranda to 
the commissioners. 
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states, the governor and legislature had hastened the 
process. In Texas, however, Governor Sam Houston had 
resolutely refused to call a meeting of the legislature, thus 
compelling the secessionists to resort to extra-legal, though 
democratic, action. Thus, Houston appeared to be the out- 
standing exemplar of Unionism in the South, and Seward 
and Lincoln, therefore, hit upon the project of offering 
support to him in an effort to rally Southern Unionists. 
It is said that, even before the inauguration, Lincoln had 
sent one George D. Giddings to the Texas Governor, with 
an offer to send Federal troops to the Texas coast after 
March 4, to sustain Houston in a stand for the Union.”® 
But whether such a messenger was sent at that time or not, 
it is certain that Lincoln and Seward sent F. W. Lander, 
who had previously acted as Seward’s agent in Virginia,” 
as a confidential messenger to Houston, and that he was 
in Austin on March 29. He was evidently instructed to 
offer Houston the support of United States troops then on 
the Texas coast. Meanwhile, in order that the troops 
should be available, General Scott sent orders, on March 
19, to their commander, Colonel Carlos A. Waite, coun- 
termanding previous orders, as late as March 12, for the 
embarkation of the troops, and instructing him to fortify 
and hold Indianola, Texas, and to support Houston or 
other state authorities in defense of the Federal govern- 
ment. The order continued, “You will communicate as 
freely as practicable with General Houston or other lead- 
ers of the Union party, and comply with his wishes or 
suggestions, if practicable.” °° 


28. Marquis James, The Raven, A Biography of Sam Houston (New 
York, 1929), p. 410, is the only authority for the mission of Giddings. He 
cites a letter of Temple Houston Morrow to him. However, he entirely 
ignores the Lander mission (discussed immediately below), and since it 
is unlikely that there was more than one mission, it would seem that 
James is misinformed as to the time of that mission, and that, perhaps, 
Lander concealed his identity under the name of Giddings. 

29. See above, p. 309, note 71. 

30. Lander’s presence in Texas is shown by his letter to Waite, Mar. 
29, in Official Records, Ser. I, Vol. I, pp. 551-552. His mission is shown 
by his statement, in the letter, that Scott’s orders to Waite relate to it. 


Scott’s orders to Waite, Mar. 19, and the superseded orders of Mar. 12, 
are in ibid., 598-599. 
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The whole scheme failed when Houston refused the 
proffered aid. He called a meeting of his associates, laid 
Lincoln’s offer before them, and, proceeding as if in a war 
council, took the opinion of each man, beginning with the 
youngest. All but one of them advised against any such al- 
liance. Houston heard them, one by one, and, at the con- 
clusion, told them that he had asked their advice, and 
would take it, but that, if he were a younger man, he would 
not hesitate to accept Lincoln’s offer.** 

Thereupon, on March 29, he wrote to Colonel Waite, 
mentioned Lincoln’s offer of assistance, and said, ‘Allow 
me most respectfully to decline any such assistance of the 
United States Government, and to most earnestly protest 
against the concentration of troops or fortifications in 
Texas, and request that you remove all such troops out of 
this State at the earliest day practicable.” ** In the light 
of this communication, Colonel Waite decided that his 
latest orders from Scott were no longer binding.*? He 
therefore proceeded to embark his troops. 

Thus the Houston episode, like other efforts to imple- 
ment the Unionism of the South, ended in failure. But the 
offer to furnish troops and the command to Waite to place 
his forces at Houston’s disposal, are signal proofs that the 
administration looked to Southern Unionism with a hope 
and faith which was genuine and not pretended.** No 


31. Accounts of this council, based on verbal narrations by partici- 
pants, and similar except in detail, are: Charles A. Culberson, “General 
Sam Houston and Secession,” in Scribner's Magazine, XXIX (1906), 
586-587; and A. W. Terrell, “Recollections of General Sam Houston,” in 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, XVI (1912), 134-135. James, Raven, 
p. 410, has an account based on these, but varying in detail, presumably 
because of facts which he had from Temple Houston Morrow. 

32. Houston to Waite, Mar. 29, in Official Records, Ser. I, Vol. I, p. 
551. 

83. Waite to Assistant Adjutant General, Apr. 1, in ibid., Ser. I, Vol. 
I, pp. 550-551. 

34. Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing whether the following 
newspaper dispatches were inspired by the administration: 

“Letters received in town from Texas bring the tidings that Gen. 
Houston is in full revolt against the rebels, and that he intends to call 
on the President for succor to put down the insurrection against the 
State authorities. If this be so, it will be well. Such a demand could not 
be evaded by the administration, and could be promptly responded to 
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stronger proof exists that their appeal to such Unionism 
was inade in earnest, and not, as is frequently asserted, for 
effect.** 


In the Texas venture, the administration had every- 
thing to gain, and nothing to lose. Inasmuch as the offer 
to Houston did not involve any sacrifice of other objec- 
tives, it did not indicate what concessions Lincoln would 
make in his effort to invoke Southern Unionism. But other 
developments had already demonstrated that he was will- 
ing to pay a high price for an affirmative demonstration of 
Unionist spirit in the South. The fact is not generally 
known, but there can be little doubt that, even before the 
inauguration, Lincoln offered to abandon Fort Sumter if 
the Virginia Unionists would adjourn the state convention 
at Richmond. 


without compromitting its peace policy. But I fear that the news is too 
good to be true.” New York Tribune, Mar. 20 (Baltimore, Mar. 18). 

“Private information received here from Texas gives reliable assur- 
ance that Gov. Houston intends to resist the conspirators who aim at the 
possession of State power by deposing him from the Executive chair in 
order to carry out their designs of Disunicn. ... This . . . may involve 
a collision in ‘Texas, and, if the Governor formally calls upon the Presi- 
dent for aid in suppressing rebellion, or the proper execution of the 
laws, he cannot refuse to furnish it. Some such requisition is expected, 
unless affairs should assume an unexpected phase in that region.” Ibid., 
Mar. 21 (Washington, Mar. 20). 

35. Lord Lyons, British Ambassador, wrote to Lord John Russell, 
Mar. 26, that Seward had told him, on Mar. 20, of his hope for a counter- 
revolution in the South, “that he hoped and believed that it would begin 

-in the most distant state Texas where indeed, he saw symptoms of it 
already.” Lord Newton, Lord Lyons, A Record of British Diplomacy 
(New York, 1918), I, 31. 

William H. Russell wrote to John Bigelow, about Apr. 14, saying that 
if the military preparations then on foot were intended for war, “it 
means that the Gov[ernmen]t has a good understanding with Mexico 
and with Mr. Houston.” Bigelow, Retrospections, I, 347. 

John Bigelow met Thurlow Weed on a train trip during March, and 
they had a long talk. Weed told Bigelow of Lander’s mission, and said 
that Representative Andrew J. Hamilton of Texas had furnished Lander 
with letters to Houston. Bigelow’s account of the conversation shows 
that Weed was thoroughly conversant with every aspect of the Texas 


project, which had probably been revealed to him by Seward. Jbid., I, 
339. 
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When Lincoln reached the capital late in February, the 
Washington Peace Convention was still in session there. 
A group of the delegates, including William C. Rives and 
George Summers of Virginia, Alexander W. Doniphan of 
Missouri, and James Guthrie and C. S. Morehead of Ken- 
tucky,*® had an interview with Lincoln; and Morehead sent 
an account of the interview to Crittenden less than a year 
later. According to this account, Morehead urged Lincoln 
to evacuate Sumter, arguing that such an act would save 
the eight slaveholding states then in the Union, and that 
the others would be drawn back “by the mere force of 
gravitation.” Rives pressed the same point and “Mr. Lin- 
coln said he would withdraw the troops if Virginia would 
stay in the Union. I took occasion to write down the entire 
conversation soon after it occurred.” * 

Taken by itself, this story would be open to the doubt 
which clouds much of the Lincoln apocrypha. But in this 
case the story is confirmed by the highest authority—that 
of Lincoln himseif. In the October following, Lincoln, 
John Hay, and perhaps some others, were at Seward’s 
one evening, when Lincoln alluded to the events of the 
previous spring. Hay, recording the gist of it in his diary, 
said Lincoln “spoke of a committee of Southern pseudo- 
Unionists coming to him before Inauguration for guaran- 
ties [sic], etc. [This exactly fits Morehead’s group of 
Border Unionists}. He promised to evacuate Sumter if 
they would break up their convention, without any row or 
nonsense. They demurred. Subsequently he renewed [the] 


36. This list of persons present is given by Morehead (see note below). 
Another list appeared in the New York Tribune, Feb. 28 (Washington, 
Feb. 27): “Last night, ex-Senator Bell of Tennessee, Judge Douglas, 
Mr. Guthrie, Mr. Rives, Governor Hicks, and others, urgently appealed 
to Mr. Lincoln to interpose for a settlement. Their interview continued 
several hours.” 

37. C. S. Morehead to Crittenden, Feb. 23, 1862, in Coleman, Critten- 
den, I1, 336-338. Also see a longer account by Morehead, in a speech at 
Liverpool, Ohio, Oct. 9, 1862, published in the Liverpool Mercury, Oct. 
13, 1862, and republished in David R. Barbee and Milledge L. Bonham, 
Jr., eds., “Fort Sumter Again,” in Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 
XXVIII (1941), 63-72. 
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proposition to [George W.] Summers, but without any 
result. The President was most anxious to avoid blood- 
shed.” *8 

This furnishes the plainest conceivable evidence that, in 
February, Lincoln offered to evacuate Fort Sumter on a 
contingency—cffered to abandon his symbol of nation- 
alism, if the leading slave state would accept the essence 
of it—offered to waive the formal authority of the Union 
if he could thereby win voluntary acceptance of it in Vir- 
ginia. 

It is regrettable that history has largely ignored this 
offer of February, while controversy has raged over a 
question as to whether an identical offer was made by Lin- 
coln after the inauguration. According to Lincoln’s state- 
ment to Hay, the offer was renewed, for he speaks of re- 
peating it to Summers. John Minor Botts also asserted 
that the proposal was made again, to a group consisting of 
F. H. Pierpont, later Governor of West Virginia, Repre- 
sentative John 8. Millson, “Dr. Stone of Washington,” 
Garrett Davis of Kentucky, Robert A. Gray, Campbell 
Tarr of Wheeling, and three other gentlemen. Botts also 
declared that he had letters te verify this astonishing state- 
ment, but he significantly omitted these documents from 
his book.*® 

None of these later offers, therefore, has ever been cor- 
roborated, and attention has centered exclusively upon an 
interview between Lincoln and John B. Baldwin of the 
Virginia Convention on April 4. 

At the time of this interview, the Virginia Convention 
had been in session for seven weeks.*® The election of this 
body had marked a defeat for the secessionists, and Seward 
and Lincoln had therefore expected the convention to 


38. Diary of Hay, Oct. 22, 1861, in Tyler Dennett, ed., Lincoln and the 
Civil War in the Diaries and Letters of John Hay (New York, 1939), 
p. 30. This item was previously published, with Summers’ name deleted, 
in Clara S. Hay, ed., Letters of John Hay and Extracts from his Diary 
(privately printed, 1908), I, 47. 

39. Botts, Great Rebellion, pp. 200-201, note. 

40. Convened Feb. 13. 
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repudiate secession and adjourn promptly. But, instead, 
with that peculiar blend of emotional devotion to the 
Union as a voluntary association, and intellectual adher- 
ence to the doctrine of secession, the convention continued 
to sit, in order that it might act if coercion were attempted. 
In such an event, it resolved that Virginia would go with 
the South. Unionism thus failed of a complete triumph. 
To stimulate the waning Union cause, Seward began to 
distribute more of his assurances that Sumter would be 
evacuated. He communicated these reports, apparently, 
through several channels. According to “Public Man,” 
Seward sent an agent to Richmond on March 6, with 
“positive assurances” that the garrison would be with- 
drawn from Sumter.*? This agent may have been F. W. 
Lander, who was sent to Texas soon afterward. Also, 
Seward persuaded J. C. Welling, an editor of the National 
Intelligencer, to write to George W. Summers, leader of 
the Unionists in the Virginia Convention, to assure him 
that the fort would be abandoned. Welling sent this mes- 
sage before March 19, and Summers replied that it had 
“acted like a charm—it gave us great strength,” but that 
reénforcement of the garrison would “ruin us.” * 

As time passed, and the hope of evacuation was not 
realized, the Unionist majority in the convention found 
increasing difficulty in holding its ranks firm. By the first 
of April this weakness had reached an advanced stage,” 
and meanwhile Lincoln had reacted vigorously against 
evacuation—so vigorously, in fact, that he had ordered 
an expedition prepared in case he should decide to relieve 
the fort.** Both the weakness of the Virginians and the 
vigor of Lincoln’s policy seemed unfortunate from Sew- 
ard’s viewpoint, and it is altogether probable that he 
urged Lincoln to renew the offer of evacuation of the fort 

41, “Diary of a Public Man,” Mar. 6, 9, in North Am. Rev., CXXIX, 
487, 490. 

42. James C. Welling, “The Proposed Evacuation of Fort Sumter,” in 
The Nation, XXIX (1879), 383-384. 


43. Shanks, Secession in Virginia, pp. 182-190, 
44, See below, pp. 361-862. 
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in return for the adjournment of the convention. Thus 
Seward might simultaneously rid himself of the trouble- 
some Sumter question, bolster the Virginia Unionists, and 
redeem his pledges, which were depreciating rapidly. 
Somehow, he seems to have persuaded Lincoln.* 

It is significant that, when Lincoln decided to com- 
municate with the Virginia Unionists, Seward made all 
the arrangements. On April 3, acting on the recommenda- 
tion of Robert Chew of the State Department, he sent for 
Allan Magruder, a Virginian resident in Washington, 
and, after a preliminary conversation, took him to Lincoln. 
The President asked Magruder to carry to Summers, in 
Richmond, a request that he come to Washington for an 
interview on urgent and important matters. Magruder 
suggested that a time limit would be desirable, and that, 
since Summers might be unable to leave the convention, it 
would be well to state whether any other person could be 
accepted in his stead. To these suggestions, Lincoln re- 
plied, according to Magruder, that if Summers could not 
come, he should send some reliable Unionist in the con- 
vention, to arrive not later than April 6. That night 
Magruder went to Richmond and found, as he had an- 
ticipated, that Summers could not leave. But the Unionist 
leader delegated Colonel John B. Baldwin, a member of 
his group in the convention, to go in his place. Magruder 
and Baldwin proceeded at once to Washington, and on 
April 4 Seward took Baldwin to Lincoln for an interview 
at which only the two were present.*° 

The interview has long been a source of controversy. 
Baldwin afterward asserted that Lincoln made no offer 
of any sort, but repeated over and over the cryptic asser- 
tion, “I am afraid you have come too late.’ John Minor 
Botts, on the other hand, talked with Lincoln during the 


45. Seward’s interest in the matter is inferred from the eagerness 
with which he facilitated the attempted arrangemenis. 

46, Allan B. Magruder’s part in this affair is undisputed, and is fully 
set forth in his article, “A Piece of Secret History: President Lincoln 
and the Virginia Convention of 1861,” in Atlantic Monthly, XXXV 
(1875), 438-445. 
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following week, and claimed his authority for a counter- 
assertion that the Virginian had kept Lincoln waiting a 
week instead of coming the next day, and that the orders 
to relieve Sumter had been issued in the interim, but that 
Lincoln nevertheless offered to recall the expedition, if 
the Virginia Unionists would adjourn the convention. 
Baldwin, however, according to Botts, rejected the pro- 
posal rudely, and later tried to suppress all knowledge 
that it had been made. Botts also accused Baldwin of ad- 
mitting the suppression to him and to his friend John F. 
Lewis, whom he called as witness.** 

The problem is of such a nature that absolute proof of 
either narrative is impossible. Botts’ statement is full of 
demonstrable errors of fact as to the date of the interview, 
the time at which the relief expedition sailed, and the 
course of events in the Virginia Convention at that time.*® 
In fact, Botts was chronically addicted to error, and in 
the question of credibility between him and Baldwin, one 
must tentatively conclude that Lincoln withheld the offer 
which he had, doubtless, planned to make. | 

Because of its controversial aspects, the Baldwin in- 
terview has received undue attention. For evidence exists, 
independently of this question, that Lincoln had offered, 
before inauguration, to abandon the fort for an equiva- 
lent; and if a solution of the Baldwin-Botts controversy 
were possible, it would prove only that Lincoln did, or did 
not, renew his previous offer. The important point is that 
he relied so strongly upon Unionism in the South that he 
seriously considered sacrificing Fort Sumter to encourage 

47. The testimony of this dispute appears in several places. Baldwin 
set forth his story in a pamphlet, “Interview between President Lincoln 
and John B. Baldwin, April 4, 1861” (Staunton, Va., 1866). This was 
corroborated indirectly by Magruder’s narrative, cited in the preceding 
note. Botts stated his case in his book, The Great Rebellion, pp. 194-202, 
including corroborative letters from John F, Lewis. The Joint Commit- 
tee on Reconstruction questioned Lewis, Baldwin, and Botts, and their 
testimony appears in Report of the Joint Committee on Reconstruction, 


29th Cong., Ist sess., part II, pp. 71, 102-106, 114-119. 
48. Shanks, Secession in Virginia, pp. 193-194, shows these errors suc- 


cinctly. 
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it. He offered once, and intended to offer again, to lay 
heavy stakes upon his faith in Southern Unionism. 


The supposed necessity of evacuating Sumter was the 
formative factor of all administration policy during 
March. It was this which led Seward to make his incau- 
tious pledges to Campbell. It was probably the desire to 
start the Unionist reaction before this necessity material- 
ized which prompted Lincoln to offer aid to Houston. If 
he repeated to the Virginians his earlier offer to give up 
Sumter in return for an adjournment of their convention, 
he did this partly in the effort to salvage something from 
an inescapable loss. At the same time, the search for some 
form of compensation gave vast importance to Fort Pick- 
ens, at Pensacola. Pickens and Sumter were the only pos- 
sessions which the Federal government retained within 
sight of the Confederate mainland, and as the abandon- 
ment of Sumter drew near, circumstances pointed to Pick- 
ens as the only remaining visible sign that the authority 
of the United States still extended into the lower South. 
As matters developed, therefore, Pickens began to assume 
some of the symbolic importance which had formerly per- 
tained to Sumter. One of Chase’s friends wrote to him, 
“The evacuation of Fort Sumter is a bitter pill: it is all 
we can do to bear up against it; . . . But the evacuation 
of Fort Pickens,—my God! . . . it would utterly demor- 
alize the Government!’ Another assured him, “Our people 
may possibly tolerate the evacuation of Fort Sumter as a 
‘Military necessity,’ But no necessity ever can exist which 
will enable this administration to survive the humiliation 
and disgrace of surrendering Pickens.” *? That Lincoln 
himself viewed the situation in this way, appears from a 
later message to Congress. Reviewing the situation as of 
March, 1861, he explained that an abandonment of Sum- 
ter, without any action to offset it, would have been “ruin- 
ous,” discouraging the Unionists, emboldening their ad- 


49. J. H. Jordan to Chase, Mar. 27; W. H. West to Chase, Mar. 26; in 
Chase MSS. 
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versaries, and leading to “national destruction consum- 
mated.” But there was still time to offset it: “Starvation 
was not yet upon the garrison, and ere it would be reached, 
Fort Pickens might be reinforced. This last would be a 
clear indication of policy and would better enable the 
country to accept the evacuation of Fort Sumter as a 
military necessity.” °° 

Proceeding on this theory, Lincoln had tentatively ac- 
quiesced in the “military necessity,” and had promptly 
issued orders for a firm policy at Pickens. At that fort, a 
curious situation existed. A company of troops had been 
sent to Pensacola Harbor on board the U.S.S. Brooklyn, 
in January, but, under a “truce” made by Buchanan, they 
had been ordered to remain on board ship, and not to re- 
inforce the fort. There they remained when Lincoln took 
office. Thus it appeared that reinforcement would be easy, 
and, on March 11, Lincoln sent a written order to the 
War Department for the movement of the troops into the 
Florida fort.°’ Accordingly, General Scott dispatched the 
Mohawk on March 12 with orders to Captain Vogdes, on 
shipboard in Pensacola Harbor, to land his company as 
a garrison for Pickens.°? When this order should be exe- 
cuted, the focus of attention might then be turned away 
from Sumter. 

While Lincoln awaited this development he must have 
pondered the abandonment of Sumter with strong mis- 
givings. The anticipated withdrawal from the fort had 
already caused bitter comment. Chase’s correspondents, 
for instance, denounced evacuation hotly: it was “‘submis- 
sion to a band of traitors”; it would give Lincoln “a 
blacker and more infamous name” than Buchanan’s; it 
would prepare the Republicans to sing their own requiem. 
One writer warned that six weeks more of vacillation would 

50. Message of Lincoln to Congress, July 4, 1861, in Nicolay and Hay, 
eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 301. 

51. Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, III, 393, citing M. C. Meigs’ diary, 
Mar. 31. 


52. Orders of Scott to Captain Vogdes, Mar. 12, in Official Records, 
Ser. I, Vol. I, p. 360. 
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leave but two opinions of Lincoln: “The South will pro- 
claim him a Damned fool, and the North a damned Ras- 
cal. Sir let no false delicacy keep you from letting Mr. 
Lincoln peruse this.” °* 

These views were representative of prevalent Repub- 
lican opinion. Lyman Trumbull served his party better 
than his friend, the President, when he introduced into 
the Senate, on March 28, resolutions that “it is the duty 
of the President to use all the means in his power to hold 
and protect the public property of the United States.” 
Lincoln must have winced under that resolution. He must 
have felt rebuked again when the Ohio elections went 
against the Republicans. He knew, as John A. Dix knew, 
that “the disappointment [resulting from the relinquish- 
ing of Sumter] will be very great, and it will go far to 
turn the current against the new administration.” °° Ac- 
cordingly, he must have been keenly responsive when 
Francis P. Blair, Sr., came to him with vigorous protests 
against evacuation. It is unlikely that these protests 
caused him to change his mind, as was afterward claimed, 
but they may well have influenced him.*® Moreover, the 
tenderness which Lincoln felt under the jibes of his critics 
must have been rendered all the more acute by the fact 
that, in his heart, he shared their distaste for the policy 
which he was pursuing. Against the pressure of criticism, 
he was sustained only by the conviction that he could still 
make a stand at Pickens, and that he was acting under a 
military necessity, as certified by General Scott. 

But on March 28 he was rudely deprived of a part of 
this assurance. On that day Scott sent him a message ad- 


53. Letters to Chase in order quoted, from A. Sanders Piatt, Mar. 12; 
T. J. Young, Mar. 12; William D. Bickhorn, Apr. 2; H. Abram, Mar. 
25; in Chase MSS. 

54. Resolutions in Cong. Globe, 36th Cong., 2nd sess., p. 1519. 

55. Dix to Buchanan, Mar. 14, in Curtis, Buchanan, II, 533. 

56. Morse, ed., Welles Diary, I, 13-14, asserts that Blair’s protests 
caused Lincoln to decide in favor of holding Sumter. Francis P. Blair, 
Jr., described these protests, but did not claim they were decisive, in a 
statement to S. W. Crawford. Crawford, Story of Sumter, p. 364. 
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vising the abandonment of both forts. The General’s 
memorandum clearly betrayed a political rather than a 
military motivation, for it said: “It is doubtful . . . ac- 
cording to recent information from the South, whether 
the voluntary evacuation of Fort Sumter alone would 
have a decisive effect upon the States now wavering be- 
tween adherence to the Union and secession. It is known, 
indeed, that it would be charged to necessity, and the hold- 
ing of Fort Pickens would be adduced in support cf that 
view. Our Southern friends, however, are clear that the 
evacuation of both the forts would instantly soothe and 
give confidence to the eight remaining slave-holding states, 
and render their cordial adherence to the Union per- 
petual.” *7 

\, This was probably Lincoln’s first great disillusionment 
as President. He had accepted Scott as a military hero, 
and Scott’s opinion as military gospel. Now Scott aban- 
doned the sphere of his preéminence to offer an unsolicited 
and inexpert opinion based on political surmise. That 
_might, as the guests left Lincoln’s first state dinner, he 
' invited his cabinet members to remain, and informed them, 
“with evident emotion,” of Scott’s new recommendation. 
For a moment they absorbed this news in silence, and 
then Montgomery Blair burst into denunciation of Scott’s 
political generalship.** No one could deny the justice of 
Blair’s criticism. Next day, Lincoln polled his cabinet 
again, and found that only Seward and Caleb Smith still 
favored evacuation.®® It is doubtful, however, that this 
poll contributed much to Lincoln’s decision. Scott’s mes- 
sage had taught him that he must act for himself, and, 
on March 29, he ordered an expedition prepared for the 


57. Memorandum of Scott, Mar. 28, in Official Records, Ser. I, Vol. I, 
pp. 200-201. 

58. The scene on the night of Mar. 28 is described by Blair in a letter 
to Welles, May 17, 1873, cited by Welles, Lincoln and Seward (New 
York, 1874), p. 65; and in a letter of Blair to Crawford, May 6, 1882, in 
Crawford, Story of Sumter, p. 365. 

59. The opinions of cabinet members, Mar. 29, are given in Nicolay 
and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 227-231. 
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relief of Sumter, to be “used or not, according to cir- 
cumstances.” °! If Lincoln had decided on the evacuation 
of Sumter, he now withdrew that decision, and prepared 
for any course which might be indicated. 

At some time soon after this, Lincoln determined to 
send to Anderson the expedition which he had prepared. 
The precise time of the decision cannot be fixed, but, ac- 
cording to John B. Baldwin, Lincoln told him, on the 
afternoon of April 4, that he had “come too late” for a 
proposal which Lincoln intended, on the previous day, to 
make. It was also on April 4 that Lincoln sent Anderson 
a message that “the expedition will go forward.” °” 

Even at this time, however, no irrevocable step had been 
taken. The expedition had not sailed; Governor Pickens 
had not been informed that provisions would be sent; and, 
if news of a successful occupation of Fort Pickens had 
arrived, the Sumter expedition could have been counter- 
manded. Ever since March 11, Lincoln had waited for 
just such news. But Scott had sent the orders to Pickens 
by sea, and they were slow to arrive. Consequently, it was 
not until April 6 that a reply came from Pensacola Har- 
bor. On that day, at last, the news of an ironic failure 
arrived. The orders of the War Department had been 
delivered, but Captain Adams, commanding the ship on 
which the troops were waiting, was not subject to Army 
orders. He was still under Navy Department instructions 
to respect Buchanan’s truce. Consequently, he had refused, 
without further orders, to render the aid essential for 
throwing the troops into Fort Pickens. Captain Vogdes 

60. Lincoln’s order, Mar. 29, in Official Records of the Union and Con- 
federate Navies in the War of the Rebellion (Washington, 1894-1922), 


Ser. I, Vol. IV, p. 227. Cited hereafter as Official Records, Navy. 

61. Lincoln, message to Congress, July 4, 1861, in Nicolay and Hay, 
eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 302. 

62. For the Baldwin interview, see above, p. 354 ff.; for the text of Lin- 
coln’s message to Anderson, Apr. 4, Nicolay and Hay, Lincoln, IV, 27. 

63. The troops had been transferred from the Brooklyn to the Sabine 
on Mar, 22. 

64. Letter of Captain I. Vogdes to Captain Henry A. Adams, Apr. 1, 
requesting co-operation of Navy in executing War Department orders to 
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and his company, therefore, were still on board ship, and 
would necessarily be there when Anderson’s supplies were 
exhausted. This meant plainly that Lincoln could not dis- 
play at Pickens that “clear indication of policy” which 
would “better enable the country to accept the evacuation 
of Fort Sumter as a military necessity.” Accordingly, the 
President took the decisive step. On the same day when 
the news from Fort Pickens arrived, he fulfilled his pledge, 
given through Seward, and informed Governor Pickens 
that provisions would be sent to Fort Sumter and thrown 
in by force if necessary.® If the Republicans had an hour 
of decision, this was it. 


\’ While Lincoln did not decide until April 4 to hold 
Sumter, and did not act on his decision until two days 
later, the turning point of his policy really came on 
March 29 when he perceived that Scott’s military advice 
was colored by his political wishes. This realization caused 
him, for the first time, to ignore Scott’s opinion and order 
the Sumter expedition prepared. 
\\ This sudden turn of events pointed directly toward war. 
It jeopardized the period of delay for which Seward had 
played so skillfully, and it threatened to nullify all his 
efforts. As circumstances closed in upon the Secretary of 
State, he made two last desperate attempts to alter the 
course of the administration and ward off the imminent 
crisis. 

_ In this frantic rear-guard action, Seward first endeav- 
dred, in every way possible, to shift Federal action from 
Fort Sumter to Fort Pickens. While the prospect of 
evacuation of Sumter remained strong, Seward had 
evinced little concern for Fort Pickens. But when Lincoln 


move troops into Fort Pickens. and letter of Adams to Navy Department, 
Apr. 1, explaining his refusal to comply, and requesting further orders, in 
Official Records, Navy, Ser. I, Vol. IV, pp. 109-110. Date of receipt of 
Adams’ letter in Lincoln’s message to Congress, July 4, in Nicolay and 
Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, V1, 302. 

65. Lincoln, instructions to R. S, Chew, Apr. 6, to notify Pickens, in 
Nicolay and Hay, eds., Works of Lincoln, VI, 241, 
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resolved on a show of firmness at Sumter, Seward sought 
strenuously to divert the action to the Florida fort. This 
took place before news arrived in Washington that the 
orders of March 12 for the reinforcement of Pickens had 
not been executed. 

Seward first advocated his new policy on March 29 
~ when Lincoln polled the cabinet on the question of evacu- 
ating Sumter. As on the earlier poll, Seward advocated 
withdrawal, but he coupled this advice with a proposal 
that Pensacola Harbor and the Texas coast be defended, 
even at the cost of war.®® This was pure opportunism, for 
it js altogether likely that Seward had approved of Gen- 
eral Scott’s recommendation that Pickens be abandoned. 
But if Lincoln insisted upon firmness, Seward preferred 
it anywhere rather than at Sumter. 

In vigorous pursuance of his new policy, Seward has- 
tened to work out plans for an expedition to Pickens. On 
the same day that Lincoln ordered the preparation of the 
Sumter expedition, Seward sent for Captain Montgomery 
C. Meigs, and carried him to Jancoln for an interview. 
Meigs knew the Pickens situation well, and he spoke very 
convincingly of the ease with which an expedition could 
reinforce Pickens. The chief danger lay in the possibility 
that the Confederates would learn of the project and re- 
duce the fort before aid could arrive. Therefore the major 
requirement of the expedition was secrecy. 

Lincoln proved thoroughly receptive to the proposal. 
He acquiesced so readily, in fact, that, on the following 
morning, Seward was enabled to carry orders from Lin- 
coln to General Scott for the preparation of an expedition 
to relieve Fort Pickens. Scott raised certain technical ob- 
jections, but these were overruled. On March 31, Lincoln 
reviewed the plan again, and Scott was induced to ap- 
prove it, with slight alterations. 

On April 1, the project was again submitted to Lincoln 
for his final approval. In outline it called for troops to be 
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sent to Pickens by transport and to be thrown into the 
fort. This operation required naval co-operation, which 
was to be furnished by Lieutenant David D. Porter, who 
was placed, by special and secret order, in command of a 
vessel of his own choosing, the Powhatan. Lincoln adopted 
the plan in this form and signed the necessary orders, 
which had been drawn up by Seward. The expedition was 
prepared accordingly, and Porter sailed with the Powha- 
tan on April 6. On April 16 and 17, the reinforcements 
arrived off Pensacola, and the troops were thrown into 
the fort without the naval aid which had been thought 
necessary.” 

However the Sumter expedition had already sailed, and 
the Confederates, in response to it, had already attacked 
the fort. As a device to forestall the crisis at Charleston, 
the Pickens expedition was, therefore, a failure. Had it 
moved ten days earlier, it might have so bolstered the 
prestige of the administration that the evacuation of 
Sumter could have been afforded. 

The story of Seward’s effort to substitute Pickens for 
Sumter as the point of focus for Unionism might end 
here, were it not for the extremely curious events con- 
jnected with the Powhatan. For Porter was not alone in 
recognizing the availability of that vessel. Gideon Welles, 
one must recall, was simultaneously fitting out the Sumter 
expedition, and for this project he ordered the Powhatan 
put in readiness.** He had no reason, of course, to suspect 
that any naval orders were being issued without his knowl- 


67. Letter of Meigs, in Seward, Seward, II, 538-540; brief account, 
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366 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


edge. Thus, because of Lincoln’s secret orders by which 
the Secretary of State administered important naval af- 
fairs, two expeditions were planned, in both of which the 
Powhatan had a key position. The result was a great deal 
of rather ludicrous confusion: the officials of the Brook- 
lyn Navy Yard were torn between their conflicting orders 
from President and Secretary; yet they dared not tell the 
Navy Secretary of Lincoln’s orders, for they were not 
sure that the President had not purposely concealed his 
action from Welles. Shortly after the Powhatan sailed, 
Lincoln learned of Welles’ need for it, and told Seward to 
recall the ship;*° Seward, accordingly, wrote to Porter 
a message which was delivered to him at sea by a fast tug. 
This said, “Deliver up the Powhatan to Captain Mercer. 
W. H. Seward’’;”° but Porter, recognizing no responsi- 
bility to the Secretary of State, ignored the order and 
continued on his voyage to Pensacola.’* Thus, when the 
Sumter expedition sailed, her flagship was on the way to 
Florida. 

Gideon Welles, thoroughly angry at the ruin of his 
expedition, the disrespect shown by ignoring him in mat- 
ters which concerned his own department, and the med- 
dling of Seward, was not content to see in this episode, 
as an objective historian has seen, merely ‘administrative 
looseness . . . struggle for authority .. . interference 

. confusion . . . and inefficiency (some might say 
audacity).” Instead, he regarded it as a deliberate plan 
on the part of the Secretary of State to prevent the relief 
of Sumter. Welles specifically charged Seward with being 
“aware” that “the Powhatan was the flagship . . . of the 
Sumter expedition.” ” 

The claims of Welles were entirely circumstantial. Be- 

69. Morse, ed., Welles Diary, I, 23-25. 
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cause Seward was known to favor the evacuation of Sum- 
ter, Welles regarded it as especially sinister that Seward 
had acted secretly, and that Lincoln had signed, without 
scrutinizing them, the orders, prepared by Seward, for 
the expedition.’* But while Welles’ indignation is under- 
standable, his accusations do not seem justified. Secrecy 
was undeniably necessary for the expedition, and while 
Welles was entitled to complain of a degree of concealment 
which excluded him from the transaction, he could not 
have denied that it was necessary to act without the know]- 
edge of the Navy Department personnel, for he did not, 
at this time, trust his own subordinates.”° As for the sug- 
gestion that Lincoln had not read the orders, this claim 
may have been invented by Lincoln to placate Welles, and 
even if it is true, it can hardly be charged against Seward. 
Certainly, Lincoln had approved the plan in all essentials, 
and if, as Welles admits, Lincoln did not realize that the 
Powhatan was intended for the Sumter expedition,’® there 
is no reason to suppose that Seward would have realized 
it, especially since the orders of Welles, like those of 
Seward, were confidential. Moreover, it is by no means 
certain that Welles’ plans for the use of the Powhatan 
had been formulated at the time when Seward formed his 
design to use the vessel.” Insofar as Seward was involved, 
the affair only shows that he was so intent on the Pickens 
expedition as to be utterly oblivious to other considera- 
tions. 


One may disbelieve that, even in this moment of desper- 
ate gambling, Seward did anything so crafty and 
unscrupulous as deliberately to wreck an expedition ap- 
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proved by his own administration. But he was pee) 
desperate. He appears to have become progressive:y more 
rash and less sensitive to the fitness of things as the crisis 
deepened around him. His unwarranted pledges to the 
Confederate Commissioners, through Justice Campbell, 
for instance, crossed the line, which he had skirted all 
winter, between deviousness and deceitfulness. And, as 
April 1 came, he made one wild plunge which argued a 
temporary loss of the coolness and poise which had stood 
him in such good stead up to that time. 

On the day stated, he submitted to Lincoln that curious 
document entitled, “Some thoughts for the President’s 
consideration.” But the thoughts which were suggested 
must have been very different from those intended by 
Seward. He suggested that the administration was with- 
out a policy and that one should be adopted—both domes- 
tic and foreign. As for the domestic problem, he would 
“CHANGE THE QUESTION BEFORE THE PUB- 
LIC FROM ONE UPON SLAVERY, OR ABOUT 
SLAVERY, for a question upon UNION OR DIS- 
UNION.” The Sumter question, he continued, “though 
not in fact a slavery or a party question, is so regarded.” 
He favored abandoning Sumter, therefore, and, “For the 
rest, I would simultaneously defend and reenforce all the 
ports [forts] in the gulf.” “This,” he asserted, as if it 
were self-evident, “will raise distinctly the question of 
union or disunion.” Then, almost incoherently, he added, 
“I would maintain every fort and possession in the South.” 

Thus far, Seward’s program was nothing but a rather 
inferior repetition of ideas which he had expressed before. 
But when he turned to foreign policy, he advanced pro- 
posals which must have disappointed Lincoln as keenly 
as General Scott’s political essay of three days before. 
With implicit reference to recent Spanish and French 
aggressions in San Domingo, Seward said, “I would de- 


mand explanations from Spain and France, categorically 
At ONCE ae 
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“And if satisfactory explanations are not received from 
. Spain and France, 
_ “Would convene Congress and declare war against 
them. 

“But whatever policy we adopt, there must be an ener- 
getic prosecution of it... . 

‘Either the President must do it himself, and he all the 
while active in it, or 

“Devolve it on some member of his cabinet. Once 
adopted, debates on it must end, and all agree and abide. 

“It is not in my especial province; 

“But I neither seek to evade nor to assume responsi- 
bility.??78 
~~ All too evidently, Seward was at the end of his tether, 
} and his proposals were not significant except insofar as 
they indicate the exhaustion of Seward’s hope, and the 
deterioration of his policy. However, it should not be sup- 
posed that these fantastic proposals represented an en- 
tirely new departure in Seward’s thought. Certainly his 
readiness to direct the new administration had been ex- 
pressed before, though never so frankly. As regards for- 
eign policy, Seward had long been pondering the effect of a 
foreign war as the catalytic agent for reunion of North 
and South. At his appearance before the New England 
Society, in December, he had asserted that, if there were 
an invasion by “Louis Napoleon, or the Prince of Wales, 
or his mother, or the Emperor of Austria, all the hills of 
South Carolina would pour forth their population for the 
rescue of New York.” *® He did not, at that time, go so far 
as to express the hope that some of these crowned heads 
would intervene to stimulate the loyalty of Carolinians, but 
a month later he is said to have expressed to Rudolf 
Schleiden, minister of the Republic of Bremen, the convic- 
tion that “If the Lord would only give the United States 
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an excuse for a war with England, France, or Spain, that 
would be the best means of reestablishing internal peace.” ”® 
A little later, according to Schleiden, Seward expressed re- 
gret that there was no foreign complication which offered 
an excuse for embroilment.*! It was Seward’s nature, how- 
ever, to spend no time repining, but to strive to create the 
situation which he desired. Accordingly, it appears that he 
comported himself in quite a bellicose manner. At a dinner 
at the British Embassy, on March 25, the ambassador, 
Lord Lyons, observed that “Mr. Seward . . . went off 
into a defiance of Foreign Nations, in a style of brag- 
gadocio which was formerly not uncommon with him, but 
which I had not heard before from him since he had been 
in office. Finding he was getting more and more violent 
and noisy, and saying things which it would be more con- 
venient for me not to have heard, I took a natural op- 
portunity of turning, as host, to speak to some of the 
ladies. . . .” 8? Lyons had already had occasion, in Jan- 
uary, to observe that Seward regarded the relations be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain as “good ma- 
terial to make political capital of.” He had also shrewdly 
anticipated, at the same time, that the Republican ad- 
ministration would feel a “temptation .. . to endeavour 
to divert the public excitement to a foreign quarrel.” * 

Seward’s proposal for a foreign war was, then, not an 
aberrant impulse. But it was a wild one, nevertheless. It 
was Seward’s last writhing paroxysm in the struggle 
against circumstance. At the beginning of that struggle 
he had shown resourcefulness, poise, and technical skill. 
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But as it approached the end, he had passed from cool dar- 
ing to mere blind gambling. His former shrewd opportun- 
ism had descended to slap-dash improvisation, and what 
had once been bold imagination was now baseless phan- 
tasy. All in all, it was a pitiful end for a policy which had 
once halted the tide of secession. 


While Seward plunged recklessly, mismanaging his own 
policies and those of Secretary Welles also, Lincoln pinned 
his hope for peace on a less spectacular and more prac- 
ticable expedient. It had been his original purpose to hold 
Sumter without changing the status there. Anderson’s 
necessity had frustrated this purpose, and he had sought 
some device by which he might abandon the fort without 
abandoning his policy. But as these efforts failed, he re- 
verted, in effect, to his original policy. He would not dis- 
turb the status of Sumter, but, in order merely to preserve 
that status, he would send to the garrison such foodstuffs 
as were necessary to prevent it from being starved out. 

‘ Lincoln stated this policy flatly in his message, sent in 
conformity with Seward’s pledge to Campbell that no 
expedition would go to Sumter without notice. The mes- 
senger was instructed to say to Governor Pickens: “I am 
directed by the President of the United States to notify 
you to expect an attempt will be made to supply Fort 
Sumter with provisions only; and that, if such attempt be 
not resisted, no effort to throw in men, arms, or ammuni- 
tion will be made without further notice, or in case of an 
attack upon the fort.” ** In conformity with this promise, 
the officers of the Sumter expedition were ordered to con- 
fine themselves strictly to supplying the fort, unless re- 
sisted.*° 
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The Confederates, of course, regarded Federal control 
of a fort in a Confederate harbor as intolerable, which, 
from their standpoint, it certainly was. On their theory, 
the presence of the Federal force constituted an aggres- 
sion, which justified them in launching an assault. Never- 
theless, it is evident that the initiative in beginning active 
hostilities lay with them. This action, which necessarily 
assumed an aggressive form, inasmuch as Sumter’s gar- 
rison received the attack on the defensive, appeared even 
more aggressive when it was pictured as an action, not to 
prevent reinforcement of the garrison, but to forestall 
the sending of food into the fort. This aspect of the Con- 
federate operations against Sumter later served the Fed- 
eral forces as a basis for claiming that the Confederacy 
began the war on the Union. Thus, the bombardment of 
Sumter gave an important advantage to Lincoln. One 
eminent Southern historian has argued that this advan- 
tage was not fortuitous, but was sought and gained by 
skillful maneuver,*® deliberately intended to cause the 
South to initiate hostilities. This argument is constructed, 
for the most part, upon a demonstration that, if Lincoln 
expected war to begin, he might well have wished it to 
begin in this way, and upon a later statement by Orville 
H. Browning, who enjoyed a shade too much hindsight. 

On July 3, 1861, Browning had an interview with Lin- 
’ coln, who was his old friend. The conversation turned to 
the events leading to the outbreak of war, and Lincoln 
spoke freely of the troubles which he had experienced. 
Browning made a record of the conversation in his diary, 
and, according to that diary, Lincoln “himself conceived 
‘the idea, and proposed sending supplies, without an 
attempt to reinforce[,] giving notice of the fact to 
Gov[ernor] Pickins [sic] of S[outh] C[arolina]. The 
plan succeeded. They attacked Sumter—it fell, and thus, 
did more service than it otherwise could.” & 
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One wonders, of course, how correctly Browning under- 
stood Lincoln, how much interpretation he supplied, how 
far he distorted his information in order to conceal from 
himself the fact that his chief had adopted a policy which 
failed and had become involved in a war which he sought 
to avert. But despite all doubts, the Browning statement 
is important, and might be convincing if it did not accord 

X so illwith all the circumstances. 

Two unquestioned facts about the Sumter expedition 
suggest that it was not a device for initiating war under 
favorable terms. First, the notice to Governor Pickens, 
with its potentialities for spurring him to aggressive ac- 
tion, was not planned by Lincoln himself, but was sent to 
honor a pledge which had been almost wrung from Lin- 
coln by Seward, in an effort to avert that very aggression 
which Lincoln is supposed to have desired. Seward, in 
turn, was, of all persons, least desirous of war; in fact, he 
clung to his objective after hope was gone, and even sent 
another peace agent to Richmond after the firing on 
Sumter.** A yital part of the “plan” by which Lincoln 
“goaded” the South to strike first was, therefore, not his 
own contribution, Second, the expedition was withheld 
until the fort was almost starved out, and it was withheld 
because Lincoln still hoped that he could transfer the 
issue of Union to Fort Pickens before the Sumter question 
reached a crisis. Even beyond the point of safety, Lincoln 
had delayed, hoping that a display of Federal authority 
\. elsewhere would enable him to evacuate Fort Sumter. 

| If the assumption be made that Lincoln accepted the 

necessity of war, it is easy to construct an argument to 

show that his policy tended-to initiate the war in a way 
favorable to him: a Confederate attack to prevent food 
from going to Sumter would constitute an offensive act; 
therefore Lincoln, wishing’ to force the South to take the 
offensive, sent food to Sumter. \But assuming that Lin- 
coln wanted to avert war,s other events indicate, it will 
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then appear that his policy offered maximum possibilities 
of avoiding conflict: a Confederate attack to prevent food 
from going to Sumter would constitute an offensive act; 
therefore Lincoln, wishing to save Sumter without a fight, 
sought to hold it by a policy so purely defensive that the 
South would hesitate to make an issue of it.*® The fact 
that Lincoln’s policy resulted in war does not necessarily 
mean that it was a war policy. 


In the light of all the circumstances, it appears that the 
war which followed the bombardment of Sumter was, per- 
haps, the result of Republican misconceptions, but was cer- 
tainly not-the-result of a deliberate war policy. Whether, 
in the language of Talleyrand, this misconception was 
a blunder worse than the crime of purposely provoking a 
war, is not a question for dogmatic answer. But at least, 
the two issues should not be confused. 

From first to last, Republican policy was consistent. 
At the outset, party leaders jeered at the threat that the 
Southern states would secede. Later, when the threat was 
put into effect, they modified their previous incredulity 
only so far as to admit that Southern Unionism was tem- 
porarily overpowered, but they still insisted that delay 
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and avoidance of friction would create a condition under 
which Unionists in the South could regain the ascendancy, 
and restore their states to the Union. Because of this be- 
hef, and not because of any choice of the alternative of 
war, Republican leaders refused to deal with any of the 
essential issues involved in the crisis, refused to make 
concessions on the vital territorial question, and confined 
their activities to a policy of maintaining the govern- 
ment’s position and avoiding all causes of friction until 
the Southern reaction should set in. 
‘ Tactically, the policy was executed with great skill. 
Strategically, it was defective in that it overestimated the 
extent of Southern Unionism in some measure, and mis- 
conceived the character of Southern Unionism entirely. 
Therefore, it failed. But, to the end, the faith of Lincoln 
and Seward in the basic Unionism of the South was never 
entirely shattered. When Lincoln appealed to Congress 
on July 4, 1861, for the powers which would enable him 
to wage a titanic war to compel adherence to the Union, 
he still insisted that there was much loyalty to the United 
States within the Confederacy. Toward the end of his 
message he declared, “It may well be questioned whether 
there is today a majority of the legally qualified voters of 
any State, except perhaps South Carolina, in favor of 
disunion. There is much reason to believe that the Union 
men are the majority in many, if not in every one, of the 
so-called seceded States.” °° 
—In-the months that followed, Lincoln exhibited great 
- forbearance and charity toward the South. That he did 
so may not be entirely a consequence of his personal mag- 
gets It may also have derived from a conviction that, 
/if the matter had been handled differently—if, indeed, he 
had handled the matter differently—the conflict might 
have been averted. For he still continued to make affirma- 
tion of his faith in the policy that had failed, even when 
he accepted the alternative of war. 
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In such a study as this one, limited to a brief interval of time 
and concerned with matters which have been the subject of re- 
peated narration, the success of the investigation depends less 
upon the exploitation of unused sources, than upon the close 
and critical scrutiny, dissection, and comparison of the sources 
already known. Over a Jong period of time, a vast body of source 
material has become available. Much of it, although relevant, 
has never been used to illuminate the question of Republican 
policy on matters which were probably the most important in 
the history of the party. My purpose has been to utilize this 
material in an intensive study of the viewpoint, intentions, and 
activities of Lincoln and the Republican leaders in the crisis 
preceding the Civil War. For this purpose, information has been 
drawn from extremely varied sources, which are indicated by 
footnotes in the text. Instead of providing a catalog of all of 
these items, this bibliography is confined to a discussion of the 
more valuable sources. 


MANUSCRIPTS 


The unpublished materials which I have used are! chiefly the 
Pierce, Breckinridge, Van Buren, Crittenden, Trumbull, Blair, 
and Chase MSS. in the Library of Congress. It will be observed 
that, of these collections, only the last three embody matter 
which is subjectively Republican. However, it is frequently true 
that the shrewdest comments on Republican maneuvers were 
made by those outside of the party ranks. 

Also, it has been impossible to evaluate any Republican atti- 
tude or measure without constant reference to the general con- 
ditions with which Lincoln and Seward were attempting to 
deai. Inasmuch as their policy was based upon a belief that the 
Unionism of the South would cause the internal collapse of se- 
cession, it has been especially necessary to examine this belief 
in the light of actual conditions in the South. The necessity of 
distinguishing between things as they seemed to Lincoln, things 
as they were, and things as they later appeared by hindsight, 
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has required the scrutiny of many sources that were not directly 
pertinent to the program of Lincoln and the Republicans. 

Of the manuscripts used, the Breckinridge papers were, per- 
haps, least fruitful, for they contain no material representing 
John C. Breckinridge during the secession crisis. However, Rev. 
Robert J. Breckinridge was an active protagonist of measures 
of adjustment between North and South, and the numerous 
letters to him are of some value. The correspondence of Franklin 
Pierce for this period is not voluminous, but it gives a very good 
insight into the viewpoint of Northern Democratic sympathizers 
with the South—if not with secession. The Van Buren MSS. 
also are very limited in the quantity of relevant material, but 
the quality is good, for there is a heavy representation of letters 
from the Blairs, and Van Buren’s own comments show striking 
astuteness. 

The Crittenden collection far overshadows any of these others. 
Because of Crittenden’s leadership of the compromise move- 
meut, his correspondence swelled to unusual dimensions and 
embraced a body of men widely distributed and of a high aver- 
age of distinction. While few of the writers were men of national 
reputation, they were figures of local prominence, and, often, cf 
political sagacity. An unusually high percentage of them are 
listed in standard biographical dictionaries. Their comments are 
important in showing the position of the moderates in general, 
and especially the attitude of the Border states, which Republi- 
can leaders never understood. 

The Blair papers include many letters between members of 
the family. These show the characteristic Blair fondness for 
drastic action (in this case, against the secessionists), but they 
are less truly representative of radical opinion than the Chase 
and Trumbull correspondence. Both of these collections are de- 
based in quality by the copiousness of appeals from office- 
seekers. Omitting these, there is an excellent body of letters 
from Republican radicals, both major and minor. No source 
shows better than these the nature of the partisanship which 
Lincoln and Seward always confronted on their left wing. 

There are other manuscript materials which, for one reason 
or another, have not been consulted. The Lincoln collection, in 
the Library of Congress, remains closed until 1947, and im- 
patient scholars must wait until then to know whether Nicolay 
and Hay, who had access to the 12,000 items of that collection, 
skimmed the cream from it. It is known that this collection 
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contains scarcely any unpublished letters by Lincoln himself, 
but it is believed that many revealing letters to Lincoln may be 
exposed. Anyone who has used Nicolay and Hay’s edition of 
Lincoln’s works will appreciate the value which would lie in a 
knowledge of the letters to which he was replying. Next to the 
Lincoln papers, the papers of William H. Seward, in the posses- 
sion of his descendants, are probably most valuable for the pur- 
poses of this study. They have been so freely used by Frederick 
Seward and by Bancroft, in their lives of Seward, that it seemed 
unnecessary to seek access to them, especially since Bancroft 
published the full text of a group of particularly pertinent let- 
ters in his appendix. Charles Francis Adams was less important 
personally than some other leaders, but, because of his intimate 
association with Seward during the winter of 1860-1861, and 
because of his family’s penchant for making and keeping written 
records, his diary and letters would probably be more useful 
than any other undisclosed source. They are deposited in the 
Massachusetts Historical Society Library, but like the Lincoln 
collection, they are not at present accessible. 


NEWSPAPERS 


By 1860, American journalism had begun to make free use of 
the telegraphic dispatch and the special correspondent. Political 
speeches, meetings, letters, or even rumors, received detailed 
attention. Because of these features, newspaper files are an in- 
valuable source for the developments of the secession crisis. 
Editorial bias was strong, but was not concealed, and therefore 
can easily be discounted. 

To see themselves as others saw them, Lincoln and the Re- 
publicans had only to read the New York Herald. James Gordon 
Bennett’s paper was violently and unscrupulously Democratic, 
but it possessed an unsurpassed news coverage. Files of the 
Herald have been drawn upon freely in this study. In contrast 
to the Herald, Horace Greeley’s New York Tribune was the 
oracle of the anti-slavery and anti-compromise Republicans, 
and it, too, was alert for news. More moderate Republicanism 
found expression in the New York Times, under the editorship 
of Henry J. Raymond. The most conservative phase of Re- 
publican thought was expressed by the Albany Evening Journal, 
which was the personal instrument of Thurlow Weed. These 
journals have been utilized for both their news and their edi- 
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torials. In addition, the Boston Advertiser has been used in a 
more special sense, for a series of letters which Henry Adams 
contributed to it. Other newspapers have been used occasion- 
ally, as indicated in the footnotes. For a varied range of edi- 
torial opinion, there are copious selections of editorials in book 
form, by Dumond and by Perkins. These are discussed imme- 
diately below. 


GENERAL SOURCE COLLECTIONS 


Among the best of reprinted sources are the one-volume col- 
lection of Southern Editorials on Secession (New York, 1931), 
edited by Dwight L. Dumond, and its more recent and more 
extensive counterpart, Northern Editorials on Secession (New 
York, 1942), in two volumes edited by Howard C. Perkins. To- 
gether, these two works contain 678 editorials from 218 news- 
papers. Perkins’ work came off the press shortly before this 
book went on, and it could not be utilized as fully as Dumond’s. 
However, Dr. Perkins had previously allowed me to consult his 
manuscript thesis on ““The Northern Press On Approaching 
Civil War” (Yale), and this opportunity compensated in a meas- 
ure for the fact that I was not able to draw upon his selected 
editorials. 

Except for newspapers, probably no source offers such a wide 
range of viewpoints and material of such uneven vaiue as the 
Congressional Globe. Every shade of opinion found its expression 
—sometimes its definitive expression—on the floor of the Senate 
or the House. Often, a roll-call vote provided the best available 
index of Republican sentiment upon a question. At times, the 
action of Congress was the manifestation of party policy. For 
these reasons, the Globe is indispensable. In a lesser degree, the 
Journals of the select committees of Thirteen, in the Senate, 
and of Thirty-three, in the House, are also important, though 
they contain no report of the debates in committee. As a supple- 
ment to the proceedings in Congress, the record of the Wash- 
ington Peace Convention is also pertinent. L. E. Chittenden, a 
member of this body, published its proceedings, with a full 
transcript of debates, in A Report of the Debates and Proceedings 
in the Secret Sessions of the Conference Convention . . . Held at 
Washington, D. C. in February, A.D. 1861 (New York, 1864). 

Before passing to works of more limited scope, the greatest 
of all Civil War source collections should be mentioned. This is 
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the 128-volume compilation entitled The War of the Rebellion 
. . « Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies (Wash- 
ington, 1880-1901). The documents included are, of course, 
primarily military, but the first volume is essential for the his- 
tory of the situation at Fort Sumter and Fort Pickens, and 
unexpected bits of relevant material occur in the later volumes. 
The companion series of Official Records of the Union and Con- 
federate Navies in the War of the Rebellion (26 vols., Washington, 
1894-1922), is also important. 


BIOGRAPHIES, MEMOIRS, DIARIES, LETTERS, 
COLLECT'ED WORKS 


In discussing the literature relating to individual participants 
in the events of the secession crisis, it is impossible to establish 
a rigid distinction between source materials and secondary treat- 
ments. For instance, Baker’s Works of Seward is clearly a col- 
lection of sources. Frederick W. Seward’s Seward at Washington, 
on the other hand, has the form of a secondary biography. Yet, 
in it, the narrative is little more than a thread, upon which 
Seward’s letters are strung like beads. Even when the narrative 
predominates, it is the record made by a man who lived in in- 
timate personal association with Seward. In this study, I have 
taken care to rely solely upon source material, whatever its con- 
text, and therefore no sweeping distinction will be attempted 
between volumes where source material alone appears, and those 
where source material is mingled with other matter which has 
not been used. 

Because of their position as Lincoln’s secretaries, and later, 
as his official biographers, John G. Nicolay and John Hay en- 
joyed an intimate personal knowledge of Lincoln, and a virtual 
monopoly upon the use of his papers. These papers, together 
with other documents, were used freely in the preparation of 
their ten-volume biography, entitled Abraham Lincoln, A His- 
tory (New York, 1890). Although partisan and adulatory in 
tone, this work was of great value because of the source mate- 
rials which it incorporated. As a complement to their biographi- 
cal history, Nicolay and Hay also edited the Works of Abraham 
Lincoln. This collection has been through several editions, of 
which the Thomas-Tandy edition (12 vols., New York, 1905) is 
perhaps the best. These two sets of volumes remain the corner- 
stone for all research on Lincoln. 
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Fortunately, others who knew Lincoln viewed him less rev- 
erently than did his secretaries. One such figure was his law 
partner, William H. Herndon, who, with Jesse W. Weik, wrote 
the classic History and Personal Recollections of Abraham Lincoln 
(Chicago, 1888). Another intimate of Lincoln was Ward Hill 
Lamon, who secured the collaboration of Chauncey F. Black 
as a silent partner in writing his Life of Abraham Lincoln: From 
his Birth to his Inauguration as President (Boston, 1872). Both 
of these works contain brief but valuable information on Lincoln 
during the winter before the war. Other reminiscent accounts, 
which do not deal with this period, need not be mentioned here, 
but two recent publications are pertinent. These are Lincoln 
and the Civil War in the Diaries and Letters of John Hay (New 
York, 1939), edited by Tyler Dennett, and Lincoln on the Eve 
of °61 (New York, 1941), edited by Harold G. and Oswald 
Garrison Villard. The latter consists of a selection from the dis- 
patches which Henry Villard wrote from Springfield to the New 
York Herald during the period when Lincoln was President- 
elect. For research purposes, reliance should be placed not upon 
these interesting selections, but upon the entire body of dis- 
patches which appear in the Herald. 

Among the scores of later writers on Lincoln, the general 
biographers have dealt superficially with the period when he 
was President-elect, and the specialists have not concerned 
themselves with his policy toward the secessionists. Even in so 
full and ably written an account as Carl Sandburg’s Abraham 
Lincoln, The War Years (4 vols., New York, 1939), the emphasis 
is placed upon a narration of events, rather than upon the anal- 
ysis of what Lincoln was attempting to do during this period. 

Lincoln’s own writings, as collected by Nicolay and May, 
have been supplemented by Paul M. Angle’s New Letters and 
Papers of Lincoln (Boston, 1930), by Gilbert A. Tracy’s Uncol- 
lected Letters of Abraham Lincoln (Boston, 1917), by Emanuel 
Hertz’ Abraham Lincoln, A New Portrait (2 vols., New York, 
1931), by the appendix to Ida Tarbell’s Life of Abraham Lincoln 
(2 vols., New York, 1899), and by Lincoln Letters Hitherto Un- 
published, in the Library of Brown University and Other Provi- 
dence Libraries (Providence, 1927). The letters compiled by 
Tracy were of especial value for this study. For a critical dis- 
cussion of the Lincoln bibliography, see J. G. Randali, “Has 
the Lincoln Theme Been Exhausted,” in American Historical 
Review, XLI (1936), 270-294. 


382 LINCOLN AND HIS PARTY 


The only person of influence comparable to Lincoln’s was 
William H. Seward. He, too, is the subject of several useful 
works. These include: George E. Baker, The Works of William 
H. Seward (5 vols., Boston, 1853-1884), containing nearly all of 
his speeches and other formal pronouncements; Frederick W. 
Seward’s memoir, entitled Seward at Washington (2 vols., New 
York, 1891)—a work which has been much neglected by scholars 
who could have used effectively the copious extracts from 
Seward’s personal letters; and Frederic Bancroft’s able, thorough 
Life of William H. Seward (2 vols., New York, 1900). Seward 
and Weed were so intimate that works on the two men are 
reciprocally indispensable. Thus, along with the works on 
Seward, Weed’s Autobiography (Boston, 1883), edited by his 
daughter, Harriet A. Weed, and the Memoir (Boston, 1884) of 
him by his grandson, Thurlow Weed Barnes, require to be men- 
tioned. The latter contains many letters. 

Next to the works on Lincoln and Seward, I have relied most 
heavily on a number of accounts of the activity of Charles 
Francis Adams, written by his sons, Henry and Charles Francis, 
Jr. In lieu of his own papers, these are excellent substitutes, for 
the young men were well informed on their father’s extremely 
significant alliance with Seward. In addition to Henry Adams’ 
letters in the Boston Advertiser, there is also a series of intimate 
letters to Charles Francis, Jr., in Worthington C. Ford’s edition 
of the Letters of Henry Adams (1858-1891) (Boston, 1930); there 
is a narrative entitled, ‘““The Secession Winter, 1860-61,’ writ- 
ten soon after the crisis, but not published in the Massachusetts 
Historical Society Proceedings, Vol. XLIII, until 1910. By 
Charles Francis, Jr., there is his own ably written and extremely 
incisive Charles Francis Adams, 1835-1915, An Autobiography 
(Boston, 1916), and his less finished life of his father, ambigu- 
ously entitled Charles Francis Adams (Boston, 1900). 

These important works are accompanied by valuable books 
on many other leaders of the Republican party. On the right 
wing of the party, Edward Bates is represented by his own 
Diary, fully edited by Howard Beale for the American Histori- 
cal Association, Report, 1930. The Diary of Gideon Welles (3 
vols., Boston, 1911), edited by John T. Morse, Jr., is more 
elaborate, but the text for the period prior to August, 1861, is 
not a true diary. It was written several years later, but is never- 
theless an important source. The papers of Hamilton Fish bulk 
too large for publication, but have been used effectively in Allan 
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Nevins’ Hamilton Fish (New York, 1936). Hannibal Hamlin is 
commemorated in a Life and Times (Cambridge, 1899), by 
Charles E. Hamlin. Orville H. Browning is represented by an 
unusually full Diary, which has been published under the editor- 
ship of Theodore C. Pease and J. G. Randall, in the Illinois 
Historical Collections, Vols. XX, XXII (1927-1933). Francis 
Fessenden contributed a Life and Public Services of William Pitt 
Fessenden (2 vols., Boston, 1907). These works give rather com- 
plete insight into the attitude of the Republican moderates, and 
those who tended to be moderate. 

Of course, no arbitrary line can be drawn between Republican 
moderates and radicals, but it seems valid to say that the radical 
position finds expression in John Bigelow’s Retrospections of an 
Active Life (5 vols., New York, 1909-1913). This is less because 
of Bigelow’s own attitude than because of the many letters 
from Preston King, which Bigelow published in his work. The 
Life of Lyman Trumbull (Boston, 1913), by Horace White, and 
the Life of James W. Grimes (New York, 1876), by William 
Salter, present the careers of two senators who were inclined to 
be radical. O. J. Hollister’s Life of Schuyler Colfax (New York, 
1886), portrays one of the leaders of the radical group in the 
House of Representatives. There are a number of books on 
Salmon P. Chase, but the secession months receive scant treat- 
ment in all of them. 

The attitude of the extreme radicals is well displayed in 
William Ernest Smith’s study of The Blair Family in Politics 
(2 vols., New York, 1933), and in Grace Julian Clarke’s George 
W. Julian (Indianapolis, 1923)—again, with letters. It is set 
forth even more fully in two works on Charles Sumner, one the 
long and fully documented Memoir and Letters of Charles Sum- 
ner (4 vols., Boston, 1877-1893), by E. L. Pierce; the other, a 
brief but extremely searching paper by Laura A. White, entitled 
“Charles Sumner and the Crisis of 1861,” in Essays in Honor 
of William E. Dodd (Chicago, 1936), edited by Avery Craven. 

Altogether, these works furnish material for a complete elab- 
oration of all aspects of Republican thought. But it is often true 
that the observations and activities of individuals outside of the 
Republican ranks must be taken into account before the posi- 
tion of the party can be properly understood. This outside view 
is shown with especial effectiveness in Mrs. Chapman Coleman, 
Life of John J. Crittenden (2 vols., Philadelphia, 1871), which 
bristles with selections from the Crittenden correspondence. A 
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similar insight into “Union-saving”’ activities is furnished by 
the privately printed Letters, Speeches, and Addresses of August 
Belmont (1890). The varied aspects of Democratic statesman- 
ship appear, for the Southern Democrats, in Ulrich B. Phillips’ 
Life of Robert Toombs (New York, 1913), and in his edition of 
The Correspondence of Robert Toombs, Alexander H. Stephens, 
and Howell Cobb, in the American Historical Association Report 
for 1911. Additional insight into southern attitudes may be 
gained from Percy Scott Flippen, Herschel V. Johnson of Georgia, 
State Rights Unionist (privately printed, 1931). The voluminous 
writings by and about Jefferson Davis and Alexander H. 
Stephens are more concerned with the right of secession than 
with the reason for it, and are, therefore, of little value for this 
study. The importance, within the Confederacy, of schemes to 
reconstruct the Union, is vividly shown in Laura A. White’s 
Robert Barnwell Rhett, Father of Secession (New York, 1931), 
and in ‘The Correspondence of Thomas Reade Rootes Cobb, 
1860-1862,”’ in Southern Historical Association Publications, 
XI (1907). 

For the northern Democrats, there is a paucity of good mate- 
rial, except on James Buchanan. John Bassett Moore’s edition 
of The Works of James Buchanan (12 vols., Philadelphia, 1908- 
1911), contains many letters, and also the text of Buchanan’s 
own Mr. Buchanan’s Administration on the Eve of the Rebellion. 
Buchanan’s Postmaster General, Horatio King, wrote a defense 
of his chief under the title, Turning on the Light: A Dispassionate 
Survey of President Buchanan’s Administration from 1860 to its 
Close (Philadelphia, 1895). It is valuable chiefly for documents 
which it contains. George T. Curtis’ Life of James Buchanan 
(2 vols., New York, 1883), also contains material on the seces- 
sion crisis. Buchanan’s only modern advocate has been Philip 
Auchampaugh, whose James Buchanan and his Cabinet on the 
Eve of Secession (privately printed, 1926) deserves notice. 

The only important life of Stephen A. Douglas is that by 
George Fort Milton. Entitled The Eve of Conflict: Stephen A. 
Douglas and the Needless War (Boston, 1934), this volume is 
based upon a large collection of papers previously unused. Al- 
though sometimes factually inaccurate, it is the best study of 
the Northern Democracy. Also by George Fort Milton is a 
paper on “Stephen A. Douglas’ Efforts for Peace,” in the 
Journal of Southern History, I (1935), 261-275. 

Further material on the Northern Democrats may be gar- 
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nered from the contemporary reminiscences of S. S. Cox, en- 
titled Three Decades of Federal Legislation (Providence, 1885), 
and from the incisive biography of Jeremiah Sullivan Black 
(Philadelphia, 1934), by William N. Brigance. 

Two other diaries should be mentioned, though their authors 
defy classification. One of these, My Diary, North and South 
(2 vols., London, 1863), by William H. Russell, shows the reac- 
tions of an experienced Englishman to Lincoln, Seward, and 
others whom he met personally. The other was by the anony- 
mous “Public Man,”’ whose existence historians have doubted, 
and whose lively passages they have quoted ever since ‘“The 
Diary of a Public Man” appeared in the North American Review, 
Vol. CX XIX, in 1879. 


SECONDARY MATERIALS: GENERAL 
ACCOUNTS AND MONOGRAPHIC STUDIES 


In the chapters of this book, I have refrained from discussing 
the background of sectional antagonism that preceded secession. 
I have attempted no verdict as to the repressibility of the con- 
flict, nor as to the greater issues that were involved in it. But 
it may not be amiss to indicate a number of papers which have 
dealt most effectively with these inexhaustible topics. Four such 
papers of major importance have appeared in the Journal of 
Southern History. These are, “The Coming of the War between 
the States,” IT (1936), 303-322, by Avery Craven; ““The Chang- 
ing Interpretation of the Civil War,” III (1937), 3-27, by 
Charles W. Ramsdell; ‘“The Civil War Restudied,”’ VI (1940), 
439-457, by J. G. Randall; and “The Fundamental Cause of 
the Civil War: Egocentric Sectionalism,” VII (1941), 3-18, by 
Frank L. Owsley. In “The Nationalistic Tradition of the Civil 
War,” South Atlantic Quarterly, XXII (1933), 294-305, Richard 
H. Shryock discussed the cost and the value of preserving the 
Union, but he wrote before the struggle with totalitarianism had 
demonstrated the full importance of union for the American 
people. Arthur C. Cole and J. G. de Roulhac Hamilton presented 
negative and affirmative responses to the question, “‘Lincoln’s 
Election an Immediate Menace to Slavery in the States?” in the 
American Historical Review, XXXVI (1931), 740-767, and XX- 
XVII (1932), 700-711. J. G. Randall deals more directly with the 
immediate preliminaries of the conflict in ““When War Came in 
1861,” Abraham Lincoln Quarterly, I (1940), 3-42. Short inter- 
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pretative volumes are The Course of the South to Secessvon (New 
York, 1939), by Ulrich B. Phillips, and Antislavery Origins of 
the Civil War in the United States (Ann Arbor, 1939), by Dwight 
L. Dumond. These books and papers subject many historical 
stereotypes to reexamination; they offer fruitful and unfamiliar 
interpretations; and, collectively, they provide an excellent in- 
troduction to the history of the sectional crisis. 

Of the dozens of factual narratives which relate the events of 
the secession winter, probably no brief account is as satisfactory 
as that of J. G. Randall in The Civil War and Reconstruction 
(New York, 1937). Despite the passage of years and the open- 
ing of new sources, James Ford Rhodes’ History of the United 
States from the Compromise of 1850 (New York, 1893-1906) 
still contains one of the fullest and best treatments of the critical 
months preceding the war. Another general item of especial 
value is Arthur C. Cole, The Irrepressible Conflict, 1850-1865 
(New York, 1934). Although concerned primarily with social 
history, Professor Cole’s study contains able summaries of sev- 
eral topics which are pertinent to this volume. 

In the field of monographic studies, the history of secession 
has received much more satisfactory treatment than either the 
compromise movement or the policies of Northern groups. The 
best general account of secession is Dwight L. Dumond’s study, 
which bears the inclusive title, The Secession Movement, 1860- 
1861 (New York, 1931), although it is confined to the secession 
of the lower South. The upper South, however, is well repre- 
sented by two able monographs on secession in individual states: 
Henry T. Shanks’ The Secession Movement in Virginia, 1842- 
1861 (Richmond, 1934), and Joseph Carlyle Sitterson, The Se- 
cession Movement in North Carolina (Chapel Hill, 1939). A num- 
ber of other accounts deal with secession in various states. Per- 
haps the best of these are P. L. Rainwater, Mississippi, Storm 
Center of Secession, 1856-1861 (Baton Rouge, 1938), and Clar- 
ence P. Denman, The Secession Movement in Alabama (Mont- 
gomery, 1933). Others are indicated in footnotes for chapters 
VIII and XI. In attempting to estimate the practicability of 
Lincoln’s plan to appeal to the Unionism of the South, Lillian 
A. Kubler, “Unionist Sentiment in South Carolina in 1860,” in 
Journal of Southern History, IV (1938), 346-366, is especially 
significant. 

On the history of Fort Sumter, the most valuable work is 
Samuel W. Crawford’s The Genesis of the Civil War, The Story 
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of Sumter (New York, 1887). Because of his presence at Sumter 
and his generous inclusion of documents, Crawford’s account is 
a source, as well as a secondary narrative. A recent volume, 
Lincoln Takes Command (Chapel Hill, 1941), by John Shipley 
Tilley, presents an extreme pro-Southern version of the events 
at Forts Pickens and Sumter. This account suffers from the fact 
that the author writes of the events at Charleston and Pensacola 
without reference to the situation in Washington. He ignores, 
for instance, the divergence of views between Lincoln and 
Seward, and their common anxiety to shift the focus of attention 
away from Fort Sumter. For further comment see the note to 
Chapter XII. A more restrained statement of the case against 
Lincoln appears in “Lincoln and Fort Sumter,” in Journal of 
Southern History, III (1937), 259-288, by Charles W. Ramsdell. 

On the compromise movement, there are two monographs: 
The Peaceable Americans of 1860-1861, in Columbia University 
Studies in History, Economics, and Public Law, Vol. XCVI, 
No. 3, by Mary Scrugham; and Immediate Pre-Civil War Com- 
promise Efforts, in George Peabody College for Teachers, Con- 
tributions to Education, No. 131 (1934), by Gilbert Graffenreid 
Glover. The former of these offers valuable comments on cer- 
tain aspects of the compromise movement, without providing 
adequate treatment of the movement as a whole. The latter 
contains little that cannot be found in other secondary works, 
and it lacks essential background—for instance, it fails to dis- 
tinguish between Republicans and abolitionists. Various aspects 
of the compromise movement are treated in “The Final Efforts 
at Compromise, 1860-61,” in Political Science Quarterly, VI 
(1891), 401-423, by Frederic Bancroft; in ‘““The Possibilities of 
Compromise in the Senate Committee of Thirteen and the Re- 
sponsibility for Failure,” in Journal of Negro History, XVII 
(1932), 437-465, by Clinton E. Knox; and in “The Responsi- 
bility for the Failure of Compromise in 1860,” in Historical 
Outlook, XIV (1923), 85-93, by W. E. Tilberg. 

Throughout the secession crisis, Lincoln, Seward, and other 
Republican leaders were subjected to heavy pressure from com- 
mercial interests which desired a conciliatory policy, and from 
the radical Republicans who advocated a coercive program. 
Two recent studies tell, for the first time, the story of these 
pressure groups. Philip S. Foner’s Business & Slavery: The New 
York Merchants & the Irrepressible Conflict (Chapel Hill, 1941), 


contains chapters on the exertions of capitalistic interests in 
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behalf of compromise. T. Harry Williams’ Lincoln and the Rad- 
tcals (Madison, 1941), begins with the outbreak of war, and 
therefore omits the story of radical opposition to compromise. 
Although not directly pertinent to this study, it shows the ulti- 
mate development of that antagonism between moderate and 
radical Republicans which impinged upon Lincoln’s policy from 
the day of his election. 
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2; influence with Lincoln feared, 36— 
37; suggested for cabinet, 149 

Belmont, August, commends Weed, 
72; on reasons for Lincoln’s elec- 
tion, 114; supports Crittenden, 120; 
pro-compronfise activity of, 123; on 
Republican desire for compromise, 
192; on Republican incredulity of 
secession, 235; urges peaceable sep- 
aration, 236; on need for retaining 
Border, 282; praises Seward’s speech 
of Jan. 12, 288 

Benjamin, Judah P., responsibility in 
defeat of compromise, 204-207; fa- 
vors voluntary reconstruction 228 

Bigelow, John, incredulity of seces- 
sion, 18n, 48n; on Seward’s speech 
-of Jan. 12, 288 

Bigler, William, member, committee 
of 13, 111, resolutions in, 186; en- 
dorses Crittenden Compromise, 171; 
on Northern desire for compromise, 
195 

Bingham, John A., 277; introduces 
Force Bill, 274-275 

Black, Jeremiah S., on Seward, 252; 
relation with Seward, 258 

Blair Family, supports Bates, 32; pro- 
poses Crittenden for Republican 
nomination, 32n; rivalry with H. W. 
Davis, 38 
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Blair, Francis P., Sr., 1791-1876, 342; 
Democratic background of, 21; on 
Douglas and Crittenden, 303; pro- 
tests evacuation of Sumter, 360 

Blair, Francis P., Jr., 1821-1875, on 
hostility to compromise in Illinois, 
194 

Blair, Montgomery, 337; offered Post- 
master Generalship, 154; opinion on 
provisioning Sumter, 338; on Lin- 
coln’s decision to evacuate Sumter, 
339; denounces Scott, 361 

Border states, hostility to secession- 
ists, 211-212; efforts to force seces- 
sion of, 211-213; essential to recon- 
struction of Union, 251, 281-285; 
sympathy with secession, 289; Re- 
publican plan to halt secession in, 
295-296; reaction to New Mexico 
Compromise, 300; action on seces- 
sion in, 306-310, 312-313; as factor 
in Sumter situation, 338; Lincoln 
urged to encourage Unionism in, 
343 

Border Unionists. See 
Unionists 

Boston, pro-compromise activities in, 
122, 124-125, 199 

Boston Advertiser, suggests peaceable 
separation, 52 
See also Adams, Henry 

Boston Courter, reaction to Trum- 
bull’s speech, 142 

Boston Post, on sectional interdepend- 
ence, 117 

Boteler, Alexander, resolution for 
committee of 33, 89; interview with 
Lincoln, 276 

Botts, John Minor, feared by Virginia 
Republicans, 37-38; incredulity of 
secession, 48n; as Southern Union- 
ist, 115; claims Lincoln offered to 
evacuate Sumter, 354; on John B. 
Baldwin’s interview with Lincoln, 
356-357 

Boutwell, George S., interview with 
Seward, 273 

Bowles, Samuel, on reaction to Sew- 
ard’s moderation, 29n; on Lincoln, 
317 


Southern 
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Boyce, William W., refuses service on 
committee of 33, 92 

Breckinridge, John C., asserts loyalty 
to Union, 16; on Davis and Toombs, 
205 

Breckinridge, Robert J., correspond- 
ents support Crittenden Compro- 
mise, 197-198 

Bristow, Francis M., 299; as Southern 
Unionist, 116; vote on New Mexico 
Compromise, 294 

Brodhead, John, supports Crittenden, 
120; on support of Crittenden Com- 
promise by Republicans, 191-192, 
by North, 196 

Brooklyn, U.S.S., 359 

Brown, John, effect of his raid, on se- 
cession sentiment, 3 

Browning, Orville H., on Lincoln’s un- 
derestimate of crisis, 316; advice on 
Inaugural Address, 328; on Lin- 
coln’s plan to provision Sumter, 372 

Brownlow, William, G., enumerates 
secessionists, 4 

Bruen, Luther B., incredulity of seces- 
sion, 79; fears conservative pressure 
upon Lincoln, 138 

Bryant, William Cullen, urges Lincoln 
to maintain silence, 139 

Buchanan, James, supported in 1856 
to avert secession, 2-3; election of, 
3; on Republican incredulity of se- 
cession in 1856, 14; on danger to 
Union in 1856, 14; message of Dec., 
1860, 88; on improbability of com- 
promise, 178; annexation policy 
toward Cuba, 220, and northern 
Mexico, 220-221; alleged truce by, 
at Sumter, 253-254; refuses evacua- 
tion of Sumter, 254; pressure upon 
to return Anderson to Moultrie, 
269-271; establishes truce at Pick- 
ens, 359; administration policies re- 
ported by Stanton, 258-260 

Butler, Andrew P., on secession in 
1856, 2 

Butler, Benjamin F., belief in South- 
ern Unionism, 228, 235 


Cabinet, Lincoln’s. See Lincoln, cab- 
inet of 
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Calhoun, John C., 1 

Camden (S. C.) Southern Republic, 
predicts outbreak of war at Charles- 
ton, 1 

Cameron, Simon, opinion of, by rad- 
icals, 23; favorable to compromise, 
126, 179-180; mission for Lincoln, 
263; opinion on provisioning Sum- 
ter, 338 

Campaign of 1856, secession threat in, 
southern opposition to, 2, 15; effect 
of, 2-3, 14; Republican reaction to, 
9-10; by Gov. Wise, 7 

Campaign of 1860, secession prepara- 
tions in, 7-8; moderation of Repub- 
licans in, 34 

Secession threats in, 3-8; dis- 

avowed in South, 6, 16; Republican 
reaction to, 10-19; effect of, 14—- 
15 

Campbell, John A., message to Jeffer- 
son Davis, 345-346; intermediary 
between Seward and Confederate 
Commissioners, 345-349 

Capitalistic interests, support com- 
promise, 116-127 

Cass, Lewis, on Seward and Critten- 
den, 305 

Chadwick, French E., quoted, 225 

Chandler, Zachariah, 272; on capital- 
istic pressure for compromise, 116, 
127; on Republican trend toward 
compromise, 191; desires war, 234 

Channing, Edward, quoted, 224 

Charleston Mercury, advocates seces- 
sion, 5; Herndon on, 10; attacks 
policy of reconstruction, 231 

Charlottesville Review, assails South 
Carolina for secession, 212 

Chase, Salmon P., on secession threat 
of 1860, 12; political background of, 
21; on Lincoln, 39; on Border 
Unionists, 115; correspondents op- 
pose compromise, 194; fears Re- 
publican dissension, 194; incredu- 
lity of secession, 237; on Seward’s 
speech of Jan. 12, 288; opinion on 
provisioning Sumter, 338; corre- 
spondents of, on Sumter and Pick- 
ens, 341, 358, 359-360 

Chew, Robert, 356 


392 


Chicago Tribune, on peaceable separa- 
tion, 53 

Choate, Rufus, supports Buchanan, 2 

Cincinnati Daily Commercial, on 
peaceable separation, 53 

Cincinnati Daily Gazette, on peaceable 
separation, 53 

Cincinnati Press, on peaceable separa- 
tion, 53 

Clarke, James Freeman, acquiescent 
toward separation, 54 

Clay, Cassius M., on Seward, 25; and 
Lincoln, 143; alleged offer of cab- 
inet position, 150; reaction to New 
Mexico Compromise, 300 

Clay, James B., supports Buchanan, 3 

Clemens, Sherrard, opposes force bills, 
277, co-operation with Seward, 309 

Clingman, Thomas L., threatens se- 
cession in campaign of 1860, 4; re- 
buked by Crittenden, 104; hostility 
to Union, 201 

Cobb, Thomas R. R., attacks policy 
of reconstruction, 231-232 

Cochrane, John, opposes force bills, 
Q77 

Colfax, Schuyler, on effect of secession 
threats in 1859, 14 

Collamer, Jacob, member, committee 
of 13, 111; believed favorable to 
compromise, 130; attitude toward 
Crittenden Compromise, 179, 182; 
vote on Crittenden resolutions, 172; 
and Seward’s resolutions, 173 

Colorado territory, organized without 
slavery restriction, 277-278 

Commercial crisis of 1861, 118-119 

Committee of Five, established, 261; 
resolutions by Seward for, 261-262; 
findings on danger to Washington, 
262 

Committee of Thirteen, established, 
104-105; membership of, 110-111; 
meets, 170; rule requiring dual ma- 
jorities in, 171; action on Crittenden 
resolutions, 171-172; resolutions by 
Seward in, 173-174; other resolu- 
tions in, 186; final activities of, 186 

Committee of Thirty-three, estab- 
lished, 89-90; membership of, 91; 
conciliatory speeches in, 99; resolu- 
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tions in, 96-100, 290-292, 292-294, 
297; moves toward conciliation, 
129-130; Trumbull on, 157; South- 
ern opposition to, 201; dissolution 
imminent, Dec. 21, 290; final action 
of, 298; report to House, 298- 
299 

Compromise, historical precedents 
for, 57-59; revival of movement for 
in 1860, 60-63; plan for convention 
on, 61-62; New York Times pro- 
posal for, 63-65; Weed’s proposal 
for, 71; attitude of Seward toward, 
86; resolutions for, in House of Rep- 
resentatives, 92-95; trend toward, 
in committee of 33, 97-101; South- 
ern manifesto against, 98; urged by 
Southern Unionists, 114-116; sup- 
ported by capitalists, 116-127; cap- 
italist delegations favoring, 125— 
126; mass meetings favoring, 122; 
petitions favoring, 123-124; expec- 
tation of, 128-133; improbability of, 
177-178; supported by Republi- 
cans, 179-181; Northern desire for, 
189, 195-200; Northern opposition 
to, 192-193; causes for failure of, 
207; belief that South would not 
accept, 202-203; South denied op- 
portunity to accept, 204 
See also Crittenden Compromise; 
Territorial compromise; and Peace- 
able separation 

Confederate States Commissioners, 
receive promise of evacuation of 
Sumter, 346-348; negotiations of, 
with Seward, 343-349; recognition 
requested by, 344, refused, 349 
See also Crawford, Martin J.; Ro- 
man, A. B.; and Forsyth, John 

Congress. See Senate; and House of 
Representatives 

Constitutional Convention, advocated 
by Buchanan, 88 

Constitutional Union Party, position 
on secession, 16 

Cooper, Peter, pro-compromise activ- 
ity of, 125 

Co-operation, defined, 215n; opposed, 
210-211 
See also Secession 
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Corwin, Thomas, 292, 300; political 
background of, 21; on negrophiles, 
37n; member, committee of 33, 91; 
resolution and speech in committee 
of 33, 99; intermediary between 
Lincoln and Gilmer, 144; corre- 
sponds with Lincoln, 156 

Cox, S. S., on Republican trend 
toward compromise, 179 

Craft, Addison, belief in voluntary re- 
construction, 227 

Crawford, Martin J., Confederate 
States Commissioner, 342; negotia- 
tions with Campbell, 346 

Crittenden, John J., coalition with 
Seward and Douglas, 26-27; pro- 
posed by Blairs for Republican 
nomination, 32n; feared by Ken- 
tucky Republicans, 37; career of, 
102; character of, 102; compromise 
plans attributed to, 103-104; leads 
compromise movement, 111; and 
Douglas, 103; methods in Senate, 
104; introduces compromise resolu- 
tions, 105; member, committee of 
13, 111; supported by capitalists, 
120; suggested for cabinet, 148; on 
support of compromise, by Repub- 
licans, 192, by North, 195; on atti- 
tude of Southerners toward com- 
promise, 204n, 205; on Republican 
incredulity of secession, 235; reac- 
tion to Seward’s speech of Jan. 12, 
287; alliance with Seward and 
Douglas, 303-306 
See also Crittenden Compromise 

Crittenden Compromise, introduced, 
105; terms of, 105-108, discussed, 
108-110; Lincoln disapproves of, 
145; reasons for Lincoln’s disap- 
proval of, 219; defeated in commit- 
tee of 13, 171-172; causes for defeat 
of, in committee of 13, 181-184; 
consideration of, defeated in Senate, 
184; responsibility of South in de- 
feat of, 204-207; supported by peti- 
tions and mass meetings, 198-199; 
attitude of South toward, 200-207; 
support of, by Republicans, 191- 
192; support of, by North, 195-200; 
Republican fear of slavery expan- 


sion under, 222-223; encourages 
Southern filibustering, 219-220; 
vote on, in House, 302, in Senate, 
302 

Croswell, Edwin, supports Crittenden, 
120 

Cuba, attempts to annex, 220-221 

Curry, Jabez L. M., threatens seces- 
sion in campaign of 1860, 4 

Curtis, George William, prevented 
from speaking, 199 

Curtis, Samuel R., conciliatory speech 
of, in committee of 33, 99; favors 
compromise, 126 

Customs duties, Lincoln’s policy on 
collection of, 325-327 


Dakota territory, organized without 
slavery restriction, 277-278 
Dana, Charles A., connects Seward 
with Weed’s compromise plan, 84 
Davis, Charles Augustus, on commer- 
cial crisis of 1861, 119; supports 
Crittenden, 120; belief in voluntary 
reconstruction, 236; on need for re- 
taining Border, 283 
Davis, David, suggests Southerners 
for cabinet, 152 
Davis, Garrett, belief in voluntary re- 
construction, 227; interview with 
Lincoln, 354 
Davis, Henry Winter, 299; rivalry 
with Blairs, 38; W. C. Snethen on, 
38; alliance with Seward, 285 
In committee of 33, member, 91; 
resolutions on fugitive slave issue, 
100; resolutions on New Mexico 
and Kansas, 290-292; alliance with 
Republican members, 291; vote on 
resolutions, 294 
Davis, Jefferson, threatens secession 
in campaign of 1860, 4; belief in 
voluntary reconstruction, 227 
In committee of 13, member, 110; 
action on Crittenden resolutions, 
171, 172; responsibility in defeat of 
compromise, 204-207 
As Confederate president, policy 
of voluntary reconstruction, 230- 
232; policy criticized, 231-232; as- 
sured of Republican goodwill, 343; 
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assured of evacuation of Sumter, 
345-346, 

Davis, Reuben, threatens secession in 
campaign of 1860, 4; distrusts Re- 
publican compromise resolutions, 
96-98 

Delaware, non-participation in seces- 
sion movement, 312 

Democratic party, position on seces- 
sion, in campaign of 1860, 16; de- 
nounces force bills, 276 

Dent, M. M., 309 

Dickinson, Philemon, on Northern 
desire for compromise, 196 

Disunion. See Secession 

Dix, John A., on Northern desire for 
compromise, 195; on evacuation of 
Sumter, 341, 360 

Dixon, Archibald, belief in voluntary 
reconstruction, 227 

Dixon, James, favorable to compro- 
mise, 129, 130, 179-180; co-opera- 
tion with Seward and Crittenden, 
305-306 

Dodd, William E., on committee of 13, 
181 

Dodge, William E., pro-compromise 
activity of, 125, 126 

Doniphan, Alexander W., interview 
with Lincoln, 353 

Doolittle, James R., on call for Re- 
publican convention of 1860, 30n; 
member, committee of 13, 111; vote 
on Crittenden resolutions, 172; at- 
titude toward compromise, 181- 
182; fear of territorial acquisitions 
for slavery, 222 

Douglas, Stephen A., on danger to 
Union in 1856, 14-15; supporters 
repudiate secession, 16; alliance 
with Seward and Crittenden, 26-27; 
reported conferring with Critten- 
den, 103; on Northern desire: for 
compromise, 195; voluntary recon- 
struction plan, 232; co-operation 
with Seward and Crittenden, 303- 
306; expects evacuation of Sumter, 
339 

In committee of 13, member, 111; 
supports Crittenden resolutions, 
171; offers resolutions, 186; com- 
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ment by, on Davis and Toombs in 
committee, 205 

Dumond, Dwight L., enumerates se- 
cessionists, 5 

Dunn, W. McKee, resolution in com- 
mittee of 33, 97; adopted, 97; favors 
compromise, 126; Republicans op- 
pose resolution of, 193 


Election of 1856. See Campaign of 
1856 

Election of 1860, moderate majority 
in, 189; violence feared at counting 
of electoral vote, 255-256 
See also Campaign of 1860 

Etheridge, Emerson, as Southern 
Unionist, 115, 116; suggested for 
cabinet, 149 

Ewing, Thomas, influence with Lin- 
coln feared, 37; on Republican anti- 
s'avery, 37 


Ferry, Orris S., resolution in commit- 
tee of 33, 98-99 

Fessenden, William P., 174; incre- 
dulity of secession, 48n, 78, 238; on 
Border Unionists, 115; on influence 
of capitalists, 126; opposes compro- 
mise, 132; on improbability of com- 
promise, 178; correspondents op- 
pose compromise, 193; unconcern 
at secession, 249; on need for retain- 
ing Border, 282; on Lincoln, 318 

Fillmore, Millard, on danger of seces- 
sion in 1856, 14 

Fish, Hamilton, incredulity of seces- 
sion in 1856, 10; urges concession to 
hold Border, 115; pro-compromise 
activity of, 125; on compromise 
sentiment, 179; belief in voluntary 
reconstruction, 237 

Fite, Emerson D., on Republican atti- 
tude toward secession, 11; quoted, 
13 

Fitnam, Thomas, on Seward and Crit- 
tenden, 305-306 

Florida, calls secession convention, 46; 
secession in, 215 

Force bills, provisions of bill of 1833, 
274; efforts of Republicans to re- 
vive, 274-277 
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Forsyth, John, encourages Seward’s 
hopes of reunion, 244; Confederate 
States Commissioner, 342 

Foster, Lafayette S., 180; favorable to 
compromise, 126, 179 

Foulke, William Dudley, on Northern 
incredulity of war, 77 

Fox, Gustavus, advocates holding 
Sumter, 337-338; visit to Sumter, 
339 

Free Soil party, precedes Republican 
party, 23 

Freedley, Edwin Troxell, incredulity 
of secession in 1856, 10 

Frémont, John C., 318 

Fugitive slave issue, compromise pro- 
posals on, by New York Times, 63- 
65, by Weed, 71; resolutions on, in 
House, 92-93; resolutions on, in 
committee of 33, 99-100; Critten- 
den Compromise on, 106, 108; reso- 
lutions by Lincoln on, 167-168 


Gadsden Purchase, 220 

Gallatin, James, pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 125 

Garrison, William Lloyd, acquiescent 
toward separation, 54 

Gayarré, Charles, urges immediate se- 
cession, 208-209 

Gentry, Meredith P., suggested for 
cabinet, 149 

Georgia, calls secession convention, 
46; resolutions in legislature, 71; se- 
cession in, 214, 215 

Giddings, George D., agent from Lin- 
coln to Sam Houston, 350 

Giddings, Joshua, on Lincoln, 39; 
opinion of, by moderates, 24; and 
Seward, 25; in Republican conven- 
tion of 1860, 31; on Republican 
trend toward compromise, 180 

Gilmer, John A., as Southern Union- 
ist, 115, 116; corresponds with Lin- 
coln, 143-144; offered cabinet post, 
152-153; refuses cabinet post, 153; 
belief in voluntary reconstruction, 
244; on Seward and Crittenden, 
305-306; on need for retaining 
Border, 283 
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Gist, William H., message to legisla- 
ture, 1859, 7 

Gould, Jay, supports Crittenden, 120; 
on Northern desire for compromise, 
196 

Graham, William A., suggested for 
cabinet, 151 

Gray, Robert A., interview with Lin- 
coln, 354 

Greeley, Horace, opinion of, by mod- 
erates, 24; condemns Seward’s mod- 
eration, 29n; supports Bates, 32n; 
incredulity of secession, 11; on 
peaceable separation, 52, 55-56; 
opposes Weed’s compromise plan, 
72; on Northern desire for compro- 
mise, 199 
See also New York Tribune 

Green, Duff, interview with Lincoln, 
145 

Green, John C., pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 125 

Grimes, James W., on Crittenden 
resolutions, 109n; member, com- 
mittee of 13, 111; on improbability 
of compromise, 178; attitude toward 
compromise, 181-182; and Seward’s 
resolutions, 173; vote on Crittenden 
resolutions, 172; on causes of Lin- 
coln’s election, 190n; foresees war, 
234 

Grinnell, Moses H., pro-compromise 
activity of, 125; on Republican 
trend toward compromise, 191; on 
need for retaining Border, 282 

Grow, Galusha A., resolutions on 
committee of five, 261 

Gurley, John A., on pressure for com- 
promise, 132n; opposes compro- 
mise, 177; corresponds with Lincoln, 
156 

Guthrie, James, offered cabinet post, 
151; refuses cabinet post, 151; inter- 
view with Lincoln, 353 

Gwin, William M., agent of Seward 
to Buchanan, 269-270; agent for 
Seward, 343; intermediary between 
Confederate Commissioners and 
Seward, 343-344 
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Hale, James T., favors compromise, 
126; letter of Lincoln to, 160n 

Hale, John P., anti-slavery back- 
ground of, 22n; foresees war, 234 

Halsted, Murat, quoted, 31-32 

Hamlin, Hannibal, alleged mulatto, 
42; suggests Southerners for cab- 
inet, 146, 149-153; corresponds with 
Lincoln, 156; consulted by Lincoln, 
162, 167 

Hammond, James Henry, threatens 
secession in campaign of 1860, 4 

Handy, A. H., belief in voluntary re- 
construction, 226 

Harlan, James,  anti-compromise 
speech commended, 193 

Harris, John T., 309 

Hawkins, George S., refuses service on 
committee of 33, 92 

Hay, John, on Lincoln’s offer to 
evacuate Sumter, 353-354 

Hayes, Rutherford B., on expected 
evacuation of Sumter, 342 

Hemphill, John, responsibility in de- 
feat of compromise, 204-207; on 
Seward’s speech of Jan. 12, 288 

Henry, Mayor, of Philadelphia, sup- 
ports compromise, 198 

“Heptarchy,” 313 

Herndon, William H., incredulity of 
secession, 10; on Lincoln’s incre- 
dulity of secession, 247 

Hicks, Thomas H., on Northern desire 
for compromise, 195-196; on Re- 
publican refusal to offer compro- 
mise, 204; resists secession in Mary- 
land, 312; reaction to New Mexico 

- Compromise, 300 

Hill, Benjamin H., foresees secession, 6 

Hindman, Thomas C., hostility to 
Union, 201 

Hoar, E. Rockwood, 
toward separation, 54 

Holt, Joseph, at conference on Sum- 
ter, 337; expects evacuation of 
Sumter, 341 

House of Representatives, establishes 
committee of 33, 89; compromise 
resolutions in, 92-95; establishes 
committee of five, 261; action on 
force bills, 274-277; passes territo- 
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rial acts, 277-278; vote on proposed 
Thirteenth Amendment, 301; vote 
on Crittenden resolutions, 302; ac- 
tion on New Mexico Bill, 299, 301- 
302 

Houston, Sam, opposes secession in 
1856, 2; opposes secession in Texas, 
350; receives offers of aid from Lin- 
coln, 350; refuses aid, 351 

Howard, William A., and House com- 
mittee of five, 261 

Howe, Samuel Gridley, acquiescent 
toward separation, 54 

Humphrey, James, resolution in com- 
mittee of 33, 99 

Hunt, Randall L., suggested for cab- 
inet, 150 

Hunt, Mrs. Randall L., wishes Lin- 
coln to define policy, 138 

Hunt, Wilson G., pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 125 

Hunter, R. M. T., vote on Crittenden 
resolutions, 171, 172; intermediary 
between Confederate Commission- 
ers and Seward, 344 

Hurlbut, S. A., mission to Charleston, 
340 


Illinois, attitude toward compromise 
in, 194 

Inauguration, of Lincoln. See Lincoln 

Independent, The, letter of Seward in, 
272-273 

Indianapolis Daily Journal, favors 
peaceable separation, 53 

Indianola, Texas, 350 

Iverson, Alfred, threatens secession in 
campaign of 1860, 4; hostility to 
Union, 201; responsibility in defeat 
of compromise, 204-207 


Jackson, Andrew, example of, cited by 
Republicans, 274 

Johnson, Andrew, reaction to New 
Mexico Compromise, 300 

Johnson, Robert W., responsibility in 
defeat of Crittenden Compromise, 
204-207 

Judd, Norman B., on Republican 
trend toward compromise, 191 
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Julian, George W., opinion of, by 
moderates, 24; condemns Seward’s 
moderation, 29n 


Kansas-Nebraska Act, and formation 
of Republican party, 23 

Kellogg, William, speech and resolu- 
tions in committee of 33, 99; advo- 
cates compromise, 129-130; corre- 
sponds with Lincoln, 156; letter of 
Lincoln to, 158; secures Lincoln’s 
support for New Mexico Compro- 
mise, 299-300 

Kentucky, defeat of secession in, 312 

Kentucky Yeoman, quoted, 12 

Ketchum, Hiram, pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 121 

Kilgore, David, compromise resolu- 
tion of, in House, 92-93 

King, Horatio, on need for retaining 
Border, 282 

King, Preston, opposes Weed’s com- 
promise plan, 72; approves of Lin- 
coln’s silence, 139; in negotiations 
for appointment of Seward, 162; 
opposes compromise, 176; on im- 
probability of compromise, 178n; on 
Lincoln’s influence against compro- 
mise, 185; on Republican hostility 
to compromise, 193; desires war, 
234 

Knights of the Golden Circle, 221 


Lamar, L. Q. C., belief in voluntary 
reconstruction, 226 

Lamon, Ward H., on Lincoln’s incre- 
dulity of secession, 247; mission to 
Charleston, 340; Seward on mission 
to Charleston, 348 

Lander, Frederick W., agent from 
Lincoln to Sam Houston, 350 

Lane, Joseph, belief in voluntary re- 
construction, 236 

Latham, Milton S., on improbability 
of compromise, 178; on Republican 
incredulity of secession, 235 

Lathers, Richard, 121 

Lawrence, Amos A., on Northern in- 
credulity of secession, 76-77; sup- 
ports Crittenden, 120 


Lecompton Constitution, coalition 
against, 26-27 

Letcher, John, 306; assails South Car- 
olina for secession, 211 

Lewis, John F., on Baidwin’s inter- 
view with Lincoln, 357 

Liberator, The, on election of Lincoln, 
42n 

Lincoln, Abraham, on secession in 
1856, 10; incredulity of secession in 
campaign of 1860, 18; nomination 
of, 33-34; moderate record on slav- 
ery, 34; factional rivalry for control 
of, 35-40; abolitionist distrust of, 
42; position as president-elect, 81, 
82; slavery issue not decisive in 
election of, 113-114, 190n; influence 
of capitalists on, 127; accepts nomi- 
nation, 1860, 135; favors Chicago 
Platform, 135; political silence of, 
135-137, 139, 140; pressure upon 
for statement of policy, 134, 137- 
138, 143-146; defines position 
through Trumbull speech, 140-142; 
corresponds with Republican Con- 
gressmen, 156; studies financial re- 
ports and newspaper opinion, 156; 
analysis of secession, 160n; visited 
by Weed, Dec., 1860, 164-169; 
draws resolutions to be sponsored 
by Seward, 167-168; later history 
of resolutions, 169-170, 174-175; 
influence of, upon Weed and Sew- 
ard, 169-170; as minority presi- 
dent, 189; fears Republican dissen- 
sion, 195; fears violence at counting 
of electoral vote, 256; assassination 
of, feared, 256-257; reported plot 
for assassination of, 264; cultivates 
Winfield Scott, 262-263; violence at 
inauguration of, feared by Lincoln, 
254, 256-257, 263, by others, 256- 
257; violence guarded against, 266; 
praises Seward’s speech of Jan. 12, 
287-288; attitude toward C. F. 
Adams, 290; journey to Washing- 
ton, 316-318; underestimate of 
crisis, 316-318; plan for collecting 
customs at Southern ports, 326- 
327; urged to foster Border Union- 
ism, 343 
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Cabinet of, Bates selected for, 40; 
Southern representation in, urged, 
146-153; Lincoln’s attitude on 
Southerners in, 147-148; alleged 
offer of post to Cassius Clay, 150; 
James Guthrie offered post in, 151; 
Guthrie refuses post, 151; John A. 
Gilmer offered post in, 152-153; 
Gilmer refuses post, 153; Southern- 
ers in, 154; Seward offered State 
portfolio, 161-163 

Attitude toward compromise, op- 
poses compromise in Cooper Insti- 
tute speech, 49-50; arrests compro- 
mise trend, 133; opposes compro- 
mise in interview with Duff Green, 
145; apprehensive of committee of 
33, 157; opposes compromise in 
statement in New York Tribune, 
159-160; opposes compromise in 
letters to Trumbull, 157, 160n, to 
Kellogg, 158, to E. B. Washburne, 
158, to Weed, 159, to Hale, 160; 
opposes popular sovereignty, 157— 
158; opposes territorial division, 
158-159; opposes Weed’s compro- 
mise plan, 167; influence in defeat 
of compromise, 181-186; fears ac- 
quisition of territory for slavery 
under Crittenden Compromise, 219, 
222-223; urged by Seward and 
Adams to compromise, 223; sup- 
ports New Mexico Compromise, 
299-300 

First Inaugural Address, 319- 
$29; advice of Seward on, 281, 328; 
reaction to, by Republicans, 319, 

. by secessionists, 319, by Raleigh 
North Carolina Standard, 319; ad- 
vice of O. H. Browning on, 328; 
appeal of, to Southern Unionism, 
320-323; policy of, on enforcement 
of laws in South, 324; policy of, on 
delivering mails in South, 325; pol- 
icy of, on collecting customs duties 
in South, 325; policy of, on main- 
taining Federal property in South, 
327-328; policy of, elaborated by 
New York Times and Tribune, 329- 
331; as policy for reconstruction, 
329-332 


Policy of voluntary reconstruc- 
tion, through Southern Unionism, 
245-247, 317-318; communicates 
with Southern Unionists, 142-145; 
reassures Cassius Clay, 143; corre- 
sponds with Alexander Stephens, 
143-145; corresponds with John A. 
Gilmer, 143-144; interview with 
Duff Green, 145; letter to Duff 
Green, 145-146; interview with 
Alexander Boteler, 276; influence 
in defeat of force bill, 276-277; 
project to aid Texas Unionists, 349— 
352; meets Peace Convention dele- 
gates, 353; offer to Border Union- 
ists to evacuate Sumter, 352-358; 
comment on offer by C. S. More- 
head, 353, by John Hay, 353, by 
J. M. Botts, 354, 357; negotiations 
with Unionists in Virginia Conven- 
tion, 354-358; interview with John 
B. Baldwin, 354, 356-358; con- 
tinued belief in Southern Unionism, 
375 

Policy toward Southern forts, as ex- 
pressed in Inaugural Address, 327- 
828; plans disrupted by Anderson’s 
letter, 336; inquires as to reliability 
of Anderson, 337; calls conference 
on Sumter, 337; polls cabinet on 
Sumter, 338; sends Fox to Sumter, 
339; sends Hurlbut and Lamon to 
Charleston, 340; tentative decision 
to evacuate Sumter, 339, 342; sees 
in Pickens an offset to Sumter, 358- 
359; orders occupation of Pickens, 
359; order to occupy not executed, 
362; reaction to popular demand to 
hold Sumter, 360; changes opinion 
on Scott and on Sumter evacuation, 
360-361; orders Sumter expedition 
prepared, 361-362; polls cabinet 
again on Sumter, 361; makes final 
decision on, 362; sends notice of ex- 
pedition to Anderson, 362, to Gov. 
Pickens, 363, 371; reasons for deci- 
sion, 363; plan to provision Sumter 
without reinforcing, 371-374; com- 
ment of Browning on plan, 372; 
plan as peace policy, 373-374; con- 
fers with Montgomery C. Meigs, 
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364; approves of naval expedition 
to Pickens, 364-365; war message 
to Congress, 375 

Livermore, George, on commercial 
crisis of 1861, 118 

Longfellow, Henry W., acquiescent 
toward separation, 54 

Lopez, General Narcisco, filibustering 
activities of, 221 

Lord, Daniel, supports Crittenden, 
120; pro-compromise activity of, 
123-124 

Louisiana, secession in, 214 

Louisville Journal, foresees secession 
in 1860, 5 

Lovejoy, Owen P., opposes compro- 
mise, 177 

Low, A. A., pro-compromise activity 
of, 125, 126 

Lowell, James Russell, incredulity of 
secession, 10-11 

Lyons, Richard Bickerton Pemell 
Lyons, Lord Lyons, on Seward’s 
plan of foreign war, 370 


McClure, Alexander K., belief in vol- 
untary reconstruction, 237 

McLane-Ocampo Treaty, 220 

McRae, John J., threatens secession 
in campaign of 1860, 4 

Magruder, Allan, agent of Lincoln to 
Virginia Unionists, 356 

Mallory, Stephen R., 230; belief in 
voluntary reconstruction, 229 

Maryland, defeat of secession in, 312 

Mason, James M., threatens secession 
in 1856, 2; hostility to compromise, 
201 

Massachusetts, decline of Republican 
strength in, 190; pro-compromise 
activity in, 198 

Mather, Thomas S., sent by Lincoln 
to Scott, 263 

Maynard, Horace, suggested for cab- 
inet, 149 

Meigs, Montgomery C., consulted on 
reinforcing Pickens, 364 

Memminger, C. G., 230 

Mexico, attempts to annex, 220-221 

Millson, John S., 299; interview with 
Lincoln, 354 
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Mississippi, resolutions agreeing to 
Southern secession convention, 7-8; 
calls secession convention, 46; se- 
cession in, 214, 215 

Mississippi Valley Confederacy, pro- 
jected, 228 

Missouri, defeat of secession in, 312— 
313 

Missouri Compromise, enacted, 66; 
efforts, in 1846, to extend to Pacific, 
66; repealed, 67; failure, in 1856, to 
revive, 68; in abeyance, 68; revival, 
in 1860, discussed, 68; revival pro- 
posed by Thurlow Weed, 69-71; 
Weed’s proposal renewed, 165-166; 
revival opposed by Lincoln, 158- 
159; Crittenden Compromise com- 
pared with, 109n 
See also Territorial compromise, and 
Weed, Thurlow 

Mohawk, U.S.S., 359 

Montgomery Weekly Post, attacks 
policy of reconstruction, 233-234 

Moore, Sydenham, threatens secession 
in campaign of 1860, 4 

Morehead, Charles S., interview with 
Lincoln, 353 

Morgan, Edwin D., on Border Union- 
ists, 115 

Morrill, Justin, resolution in commit- 
tee of 33, 97; opposes compromise, 
177n 

Morse, Freeman, speech in committee 
of 33, 99 

Moss, W. D., co-operation with Sew- 
ard, 309-310 

Moultrie, Fort, Anderson moves from, 
253 
See also Anderson, Maj. Robert 

Murray, Washington, quoted, 192 


Nashville Patriot, foresees secession 
in 1860, 5 

Nelson, Samuel, intermediary between 
Seward and Confederate Commis- 
sioners, 345-347 

Nelson, Thomas A. R., resolution in 
committee of 33, 100; resolution de- 
feated, 100; suggested for cabinet, 
149; reaction to New Mexico Com- 
promise, 300 
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Nevada territory, organized without 
slavery restriction, 278 

New Jersey, Crittenden Compromise 
in, 196 

New Mexico, Adams’ resolutions for 
admission of, introduced in commit- 
tee of 33, 292-293; action of com- 
mittee on, 294, 298; action of House 
on, 299, 301-302; Adams on action 
of House on, 302-303; effect on 
South, 294-295; effect on Border, 
300; supported by Lincoln, 299- 
300; Davis’ resolution for admis- 
sion of, 290-292 

New Orleans Bee, opposes secession in 
1856, 2; on voluntary reconstruc- 
tion, 233 

New Orleans Crescent, on Lincoln, 
42n; on secession, in campaign of 
1860, 6; attacks belief in voluntary 
reconstruction, 232-233 

New Orleans Picayune, opposes seces- 
sion in 1856, 2; on Southern opposi- 
tion to secession, 209-210 

New York, pro-compromise activity 
in, 122-124; Crittenden Compro- 
mise in, 192, 196 

New York City, hostility to Republi- 
cans, 118; pro-compromise activity 
in, 198 

New York Courier and Inquirer, en- 
dorses Weed’s compromise proposal, 
28 

New York Express, on Southern oppo- 
sition to secession, 210 

New York Herald, on Republican dis- 
sension, 40; on Republican reaction 

. to Weed’s compromise plan, 73; on 
Republican incredulity of secession, 
77-78; on Seward’s compromise 
views, 85; urges conciliation, 113; 
on minority status of Republican 
party, 113-114; on capitalistic 
pressure on Republicans, 116; pre- 
dicts compromise, 128-129; urges 
Lincoln to define policy, 137; on 
pressure on Lincoln, 138; on Re- 
publican trend toward compromise, 
181; on effect of Northern belief in 
Southern hostility to compromise, 
208; belief in voluntary reconstruc- 
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tion, 236, 249; on Seward’s speech 
of Jan. 12, 288 
See also Villard, Henry 

New York Times, on secession threats 
in 1856, 2; on peaceable separation, 
52; compromise proposal of, 63-65; 
incredulity of secession, 63; on 
Northern incredulity of secession, 
73-74, 76; on Republican incredu- 
lity of secession, 78; urges aid for 
Southern Unionists, 146; analysis of 
Lincoln’s policy, 329-330 

New York Tribune, 313; incredulity 
of secession, 11, 48n, 49, 238-239; 
on peaceable separation, 52, 55-56; 
on Seward’s compromise views, 85, 
86; on commercial crisis of 1861, 
118; declares Lincoln opposes com- 
promise, 159-160; on Southern op- 
position to secession, 210; belief in 
voluntary reconstruction, 239; on 
Republican co-operation with Crit- 
tenden, 305; on customs collection 
at Southern ports, 326; analysis of 
Lincoln’s policy, 330-331; expects 
evacuation of Sumter, 341; on aid 
to Texas Unionists, 351n 
See also Greeley, Horace 

New York Weekly Journal of Com- 
merce, incredulity of secession, 16 

New York World, favors peaceable 
separation, 52 

Nicaragua, filibustering expedition 
against, 221 

Nixon, John T., favors compromise, 
126 

North Carolina, defeat of secession in, 
313 

North Carolina Standard. See Raleigh 
North Carolina Standard 

Northern states, incredulity of seces- 
sion, 76-77; desire for compromise, 
189, 195-200 

Norton, Charles Eliot, acquiescent 
toward separation, 54 

Noyes, William Curtis, on blockade of 
Southern ports, 325 


O’Conor, Charles, pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 121 
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Ogden, James DePeyster, supports 
Crittenden, 120; on Seward, 183n 
Ohio, attitude toward compromise in, 
194 

Orr, James L., threatens secession in 
campaign of 1860, 4; favors volun- 
tary reconstruction, 228; commis- 
sioner of South Carolina, 268; con- 
fers with Seward, 268-270 

Ostend Manifesto, 220 


Parker, Theodore, and Seward, 25-26 

Peaceable separation, advocated, 51- 
56; Northern newspapers on, 52-53; 
abolitionist opinion on, 54-55; rea- 
sons for Republican support of, 51— 
57; urged by Belmont, 236 

Pendleton, John, co-operation with 
Seward, 309 

Pennington, Alexander, 90 

Pennsylvania, attitude toward Crit- 
tenden Compromise, 191-192, 196; 
pro-compromise activity in, 198 

People’s party. See Republican party 

Personal Liberty Laws. See Fugitive 
slave issue 

Petigru, James Louis, 340; on minor- 
ity status of secessionists, 209 

Pettus, John J., belief in voluntary 
reconstruction, 226 

Peyton, Balie, suggested for cabinet, 
149 

Phelps, Thomas, pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 125 

Philadelphia, pro-compromise activity 
in, 122, 198-199 

Philadelphia Daily News, 
peaceable separation, 53 

Phillips, Ulrich B., on Southern action 
in committee of 13, 205n 

Phillips, Wendell, on Seward, 25; on 
Lincoln, 42; threatened in Boston, 
199 

Pickens, Francis W., plan to force se- 
cession of Border states, 212-213; 
receives Lamon’s promise of Sumter 
evacuation, 340; receives promise of 
no reinforcement of Sumter without 
notice, 347; notified of Sumter ex- 
pedition, 363 


favors 
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Pickens, Fort, value of, in Sumter 
situation, 858-359; occupation of, 
ordered by Lincoln, 359; orders not 
executed, 362-363; evacuation of, 
advised by Scott, 361; Seward plans 
reinforcing expedition, 363-365; 
reinforcement approved by Scott, 
364; reinforcement ordered by 
Lincoln, 364-365; executed, 365; 
force arrives too late for effect on 
Sumter situation, 365 

Pierce, E. L., on Seward and Adams, 
290 

Pierce, Franklin, annexation policy 
toward Cuba, 220, toward northern 
Mexico, 220 

Pierpont, F. H., interview with Lin- 
coln, 354 

Pierpont, John, acquiescent toward 
separation, 54 

Pine Street Meeting, 121 

Popular sovereignty, Seward on, 27; 
resolution for, in House, 93; Lincoln 
opposes, 157, 158 

Porter, Lt. David D., sent with Pow- 
hatan to Pickens, 365; recalled by 
Seward, 366; ignores recall, 366 

Powell, Lazarus W., resolution for 
committee of 13, 104; member, 
committee of 13, 110; vote on Crit- 
tenden resolutions, 172 

Powhatan, U.S.S., conflicting orders 
for, by Welles and Seward, 365-367; 
commanded by Porter, 365 

Pryor, Roger A., plan to force seces- 
sion of Border states, 213 

“Public Man,” 355; on military dis- 
play at inauguration, 266; on Sew- 
ard’s conference with Orr, 268- 
269; on Seward and Crittenden, 305 

Pugh, George E., on Northern desire 
for compromise, 195 


Raleigh North Carolina Standard, as- 
sails South Carolina for secession, 
212; on First Inaugural Address, 
319 

Ramsdell, Charles W., on Lincoln’s 
plan to provision Sumter, 372-374 

Raymond, Henry J., urges Lincoln to 
define policy, 138 
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See also New York Times 

Rayner, Kenneth, suggested for cab- 
inet, 151 

Reagan, John A., 230; expects volun- 
tary reconstruction, 229 

Reconstruction of Union, voluntary, 
Southern expectation of, 226-230, 
244; Southern leaders favor, 228- 
232; as policy of Davis government, 
230-232; Southern attacks upon, 
231-234; Southern press upon 
Northern expectation of, 232-234; 
expectation of, in North, 232-247; 
expectation of, by Seward, 240-245. 
by Lincoln, 245-247; hope of, 249; 
retention of Border states necessary 
for, 251, 281-283; preservation of 
Federal authority necessary for, 253 

Jeopardized by prospective vio- 

lence at Sumter, 253-254; at Wash- 
ington, 254-255; at count of elec- 
toral vote, 255-256; at inaugura- 
tion, 256-257 

Republican party, absorbs People’s 
party, 20; Democratic elements in, 
20-44; Whig elements in, 20-44; 
antagonism of radical and moderate 
elements in, 22-44, 194-195; plat- 
form of 1856, 30; convention of 
1860, 30-35; call for convention, 30; 
platform of 1860, 30-31; nomina- 
tion of Lincoln, 33; rebukes Sumner, 
34-35; moderate elements in, hope 
to control Lincoln, 35; trend toward 
conservatism in, 41; Southern reac- 
tion to conflict in, 41-42; handicaps 
of, in dealing with crisis, 80-81; con- 

- dition of, at opening of Congress, 
87-88; disintegration of, indicated, 
130-133; minority party in election 
of 1860, 189; decline in strength of, 
190; slavery issue not decisive in 
success of, 190; fears secessionist 
violence, 254-257; problems of, in 
cultivating Unionist reaction in 
South, 249-258; approves of An- 
derson’s occupation of Sumter, 268; 
Seward resumes leadership of, 251— 
252; reaction of, to Seward’s speech 
of Jan. 12, 288; plan of, to halt se- 
cession in Border, 295-296, 300; 


reaction of, to evacuation of Sum- 
ter, 341-342 

Radicals in, adopt moderate policy 
in convention of 1860, 32-35; hope 
to control Lincoln, 35; fear moder- 
ates will control party, 36-40; ap- 
prove of Lincoln’s silence, 139; 
adopt warlike attitude, 234; re- 
strained by Seward, 272-273; criti- 
cized by Seward, 272; efforts of, to 
enact force bills, 274-277; reaction 
of, to First Inaugural Address, 319 

Incredulity of secession threats, 
in 1856, 9-10; in campaign of 1860, 
10-19; causes for incredulity, 14-16, 
18; incredulity of secession during 
crisis, 47-49, 63, 77-80, 234-235, 
237; as factor in peaceable secession 
program, 55-56; causes belief in 
voluntary reconstruction, 232-247; 
causes complacency toward seces- 
sion, 249-250 

On compromise, 47-48; hostility 
to compromise, 47-51, 176-177, 
192-194; decisive in determining 
compromise issue, 60; compromise 
resolutions by, in House, 92-95, in 
committee of 33, 98-99; trend 
toward compromise, 96-101, 126, 
127-133, 179-181, 190-192; trend 
caused by minority status of party, 
112-114, by appeals of Border 
Unionists, 114-116, by capitalistic 
pressure, 116-127; Trumbull on 
hostility to compromise, 161n; re- 
jects Crittenden resolutions in com- 
mittee of 13, 172; supports Seward’s 
resolutions in committee of 13, 173— 
174; record in committee of 13 dis- 
cussed, 181-184; leaders consider 
Lincoln’s resolutions, 174; influence 
in defeat of compromise, 187; in 
Senate, vote on consideration of 
Crittenden resolutions, 184; belief 
in Southern hostility to compro- 
mise, 202-203; refusal to let South 
choose compromise, 204; blames 
South for defeat of compromise, 
204-207; fear of acquisition of slave 
territory under Crittenden Com- 
promise, 222-223; organizes terri- 
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tories without slavery restriction, 
277-278; plan to support New Mex- 
ico Bill, 292; action in committee of 
33, 293-299; opposes proposed Thir- 
teenth Amendment, 301; defeats 
New Mexico Bill, 301-302; defeats 
Crittenden Compromise, 302 

Rhett, Robert Barnwell, on secession 
of South Carolina, 45; attacks pol- 
icy of reconstruction, 231 

Rhodes, James Ford, quoted, 77; on 
Northern desire for compromise, 
199-200 

Rice, Henry M., member, committee 
of 13, 111; favors compromise, 131; 
resolutions in committee of 13, 186 

Richmond Enquirer, threatens seces- 
sion in campaign of 1860, 5; threat- 
ens seizure of Washington, 254 

Rives, William Cabell, suggested for 
cabinet, 148; reaction to Adams 
resolutions, 300; interview with 
Lincoln, 353 

Roane, Spencer, 1 

Rochester Democrat, opposes Weed’s 
compromise plan, 72 

Roman, A. B., Confederate States 
Commissioner, 342; Seward plans 
conference with, 347n 

Russell, William H., on Seward’s in- 
fluence with Scott, 264-265 

Rust, Albert, resolution in committee 
of 33, 96 


Sanders, George N., agent of Douglas, 
232 

Schleiden, Rudolf, on Seward’s plan of 
foreign war, 369-370 

Schurz, Carl, incredulity of secession 
in campaign of 1860, 12, 17 

Seott, Robert E., suggested for cab- 
inet, 148-149 

Scott, Winfield, 339, 350, 359; culti- 
vated by Seward and Lincoln, 262- 
265; arrangements of, to protect 
Lincoln, 265-266; opinion on Sum- 
ter, 337; expects evacuation of Sum- 
ter, 339; advises abandonment of 
Pickens and Sumter, 360-361; po- 
litical motives for advice, 361; de- 
nounced by Montgomery Blair, 
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361; loses influence with Lincoln, 
363; approves of Pickens expedi- 
tion, 364 

Secession, threat of, as minority weap- 
on, 1, 15; threat of, in campaign 
of 1856, 2; effect of threat in 1856, 
2-3, 14; Southern opposition to, in 
1856, 2, 15; plan for, in 1856, by 
Goy. Wise, 7; danger of, in 1856, 
14-15; threat of, in speakership 
contest of 1859-60, 3; threat of, in 
campaign of 1860, 3-8; effect of 
threat in 1860, 14-15; Southern op- 
position to, in campaign of 1860, 6, 
16; South Carolina proposes South- 
ern conference on, 1859, 7; Missis- 
sippi’s resolutions agreeing to con- 
ference, 7-8; Alabama resolutions 
for state convention on, 8; state 
conventions for, called, 45-46, 75n; 
conventions for, in lower South, 
elected, 213-214, adopt ordinances, 
215; action in conventions on, 
closely contested, 213-215; Repub- 
lican incredulity of, 47-49, 63, 77- 
80, 234-235, 237; Republican in- 
credulity of, as factor in peaceable 
secession program, 55-56; Thurlow 
Weed on, 69-70; Northern incre- 
dulity of, 74, 76-77; Lincoln’s an- 
alysis of, 160n; advocates of, in 
minority in South, 200, 208; oppo- 
sition to, in South, 208-217; hos- 
tility to, in Border states, 211-213; 
urged by twelve senators, 216; Re- 
publican complacency toward, 248- 
250; secessionists misunderstand 
Seward’s delay policy, 273; seces- 
sionists’ reaction to Inaugural Ad- 
dress, 319; action on, in Virginia, 
306-310; action on, in other Border 
states, 312-313 

Success of, caused by refusal to 

allow popular ratification of, 209- 
210; by policy of separate state ac- 
tion on, 210-211; by pressure upon 
Border states, 211-213; by empha- 
sizing lack of compromise oppor- 
tunity, 216-218 
See also Republican party, incre- 
dulity of secession. 
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Sedgwick, Charles B., opposes com- 
promise, 177 

Segar, Joseph, opposes force bills, 277; 
co-operation with Seward, 309 

Senate, establishes committee of 13, 
104-105; defeats consideration of 
Crittenden Compromise, 184; ac- 
tion on force bills, 277; passage of 
territorial acts, 277-278; vote on 
proposed Thirteenth Amendment, 
301; vote on Crittenden resolutions, 
302 

Seward, Frederick W., on Northern 
incredulity of secession, 77 

Seward, William H., speech at St. 
Paul, 11; opinion of, by radicals, 23; 
and nomination of 1856, 25-26; re- 
lationship with abolitionists, 25-26; 
political methods of, 25-27; alliance 
with Douglas and Crittenden, 26- 
27; on popular sovereignty, 27; 
seeks nomination in 1860, 28; mod- 
erate policy of, 28-31; speech of 
Feb. 29, 1860, 28-29; Republican 
comment on speech, 29n; radicals 
prevent nomination in 1860, 32-33; 
disappointed by loss of nomination, 
83; anti-slavery record of, 34; on 
Republican incredulity of secession, 
78; incredulity of secession, 49, 80; 
character of, 81-82, 243; relation to 
Weed’s compromise proposal, 83- 
86; attitude toward compromise, 
86; underestimate of crisis, 86-87; 
as Senator at opening of Congress, 
88; member, committee of 13, 111; 
presents compromise petition, 124; 
predicts compromise, 128; urges 
Southerners for cabinet, 147, 149- 
150, 152; corresponds with Lincoln, 
156; negotiations leading to accept- 
ance of Secretaryship of State, 161- 
170; Trumbull warns’ Lincoln 
against, 161n; conferences with 
Weed, 164, 165, 169-170; associated 
with renewal of Weed’s compromise 
proposal, 166; to sponsor resolu- 
tions by Lincoln, 167, 174; influ- 
enced by Lincoln, 169-170; vote in 
committee of 13 on Crittenden reso- 
lutions, 173; introduces resolutions 


in committee of 13, 173-174; devia- 
tion from Lincoln’s resolutions, 
174-176; abandons territorial com- 
promise, 175-176; on improbabil- 
ity of compromise, 178; on Republi- 
can trend toward compromise, 181; 
attitude toward Crittenden Com- 
promise, 182-184; correspondents 
oppose compromise, 193; on in- 
transigence of secessionists, 202- 
203; urges Lincoln to compromise, 
223; belief in voluntary reconstruc- 
tion through Southern Unionism, 
240-245; influence on Congress, 
241; Astor House Speech, 242-243; 
complacency toward secession, 249; 
resumes party leadership, 251-252; 
his Congressional leadership esti- 
mated, 252, 267, 279, 313-314; fears 
secessionist violence, 255, 257; rela- 
tionship with Jeremiah S. Black, 
258; informed of developments in 
Buchanan’s cabinet, 258-260; ac- 
tivity in maintaining Federal au- 
thority, 253-272; directs House 
Committee of Five, 261-262; culti- 
vates Winfield Scott, 262, 264-265; 
seeks Anderson’s return to Moul- 
trie, 269-271; confers with Orr on 
return, 268-270; as party to Sum- 
ter truce, 271; restrains radicals in 
force bill policy, 272-273, 277; letter 
in Independent, 272-273; predicts 
secession acts, 280; favors policy to 
secure voluntary reconstruction, 
280; suggests change in Lincoln’s 
Inaugural Address, 281, 328; policy 
to halt secession in Border, 281-285; 
speech of Jan. 12, 285-287; reaction 
to speech, 287-288; sponsors New 
Mexico Compromise, 289-293; se- 
cures Lincoln’s support of New 
Mexico Compromise, 299-300; co- 
operates with Douglas and Critten- 
den, 303-306; communicates with 
Virginia Unionists, 306-310; insti- 
gates Peace Convention, 308; inti- 
macy with C. F. Adams, 289-290, 
303; fears failure of peace policy, 
306; optimism of, 313-314; estimate 
of himself, 310; as Secretary of 
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State, opinion on provisioning Sum- 
ter, 338; expects evacuation of Sum- 
ter, 342; induces Gwin to reassure 
Jefferson Davis, 343; negotiations 
with Confederate Commissioners, 
344-349; promise to Campbell of 
evacuation of Sumter, 345-347; 
plans to confer with A. B. Roman, 
347n; promise not to reinforce Sum- 
ter without notice, 348; his pledge 
discussed, 348-349; project to aid 
Texas Unionists, 349-352; seeks 
arrangement between Lincoln and 
Virginia Unionists, 355-356; advo- 
cates abandoning Sumter, 361, 364; 
sends assurances to Virginians of 
Sumter evacuation, 355; organizes 
expedition to Pickens, 363-365; ac- 
cused of ruining Sumter expedition, 
366-367; memorandum of April 1, 
368-369; proposal of foreign war to 
reunite the country, 368-371; Ru- 
dolf Schleiden on proposal, 369-370; 
Lord Lyons on proposal, 370; sends 
peace agent to Richmond, 373 
Seymour, Horatio, on reasons for Lin- 
coln’s election, 114; on Northern 
desire for compromise, 196 
Sharkey, William L., suggested for 
cabinet, 150 

Sherman, John, 130; in speakership 
contest, 3; on Lincoln, 38; resolu- 
tion in House, to admit territories, 
93-95, 129; belief in Southern 
Unionism, 238 

Sherman, William T., incredulity of 
secession in campaign of 1860, 17- 
18 


Simmons, James F., favorable to com- 


promise, 179 

Slavery, cycle of agitation on, 65-68; 
expansion of, sought, 219-221; ex- 
pansion of, feared by Republicans, 
222, 223; proposed Thirteenth 
Amendment on, 301 

See also Compromise; Crittenden 
Compromise; Fugitive slave issue; 
New Mexico; Territorial compro- 
mise 

Slidell, John, threatens secession in 
1856, 2; threatens secession in cam- 
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paign of 1860, 4; responsibility in 
defeat of compromise, 204—207 

Smith, Caleb B., opinion on provision- 
ing Sumter, 338; favors evacuation 
of Sumter, 361 

Smith, Gerrit, and Seward, 25 

Snethen, Worthington C., on H. W. 
Davis, 38 

Soulé, Pierre, 220 

South. See Southern states 

South Carolina, urges united southern 
action in 1859, 7; calls secession 
convention, 45; secession in, 213; 
demands evacuation of Sumter, 254, 
268 

Southern states, reaction to Republi- 
can dissension, 41-42; opposition of 
congressmen of, to compromise, 
200-207; reasons for opposition, 
205-206; believed hostile to com- 
promise, 202-203; effect of belief, 
204; responsibility of, for defeat of 
compromise, 204-207; minority po- 
sition of secessionists in, 208; rea- 
sons for secessionists’ success in, 
208-211; secession contested in, 
213-215; belief in voluntary recon- 
struction, 226-232, 244; newspapers 
of, comment on voluntary recon- 
struction, 231-234; Republican ef- 
forts to encourage Unionism in, 
249-251, 268-279; disunited by 
New Mexico Compromise, 294-295 
See also Border states 

Southern Unionists, support of, urged 
by Weed, 70-71; appeal for com- 
promise to save Union, 114-116; 
Republican comments on appeal, 
115-116; reasons for defeat of, by 
secessionists, 208-213, 216-218; Re- 
publican belief in strength of, 232, 
247; fear of enactment of force bills, 
276, 277; defeat secession in upper 
South, 306-310, 312-313; belief of 
Lincoln in strength of, 317-318, 
375; appeal to, in Lincoln’s Inau- 
gural Address, 320-323; projects of 
Lincoln and Seward to support, by 
aid to Sam Houston, 349-353, by 
arrangement with Virginia Union- 
ists, 352-358 
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See also Reconstruction of Union, 
voluntary 

Spaulding, Elbridge G., favors com- 
promise, 126 

Speakership contest of 1859-60, se- 
cession issue in, 3, 14 

Speed, Joshua F., sent by Lincoln to 
Guthrie, 151 

Stanley, T. R., quoted, 79 

Stanton, Benjamin, seeks passage of 
force bill, 275-277 

Stanton, Edwin M., fears attack on 
Washington, 254; informs Republi- 
cans of events in Buchanan’s cab- 
inet, 259-260; and House Commit- 
tee of Five, 261; expects evacuation 
of Sumter, 341 

State sovereignty, theory of, devel- 
oped, 1 

Stephens, Alexander H., corresponds 
with Lincoln, 143-145; suggested 
for cabinet, 150; expects voluntary 
reconstruction, 230; desires volun- 
tary reconstruction, 232 

Stevens, Thaddeus, incredulity of se- 
cession, 48-49; opposes compro- 
mise, 177 

Stewart, Alexander T., commends 
Weed, 72; on commercial crisis of 
1861, 118 

Stoeckl, Baron Edouard de, to ar- 
range meeting of Seward and A. B. 
Roman, 347n 

Stokes, William B., Southern Union- 
ist, 116 

Stone, Dr., interview with Lincoln, 
354 

-Summers, George W., interview with 
Lincoln, $53; receives Lincoln’s of- 
fer to evacuate Sumter, 353-354; 
leader of Virginia Unionists, 355; 
invited to another interview with 
Lincoln, 356; unable to accept invi- 
tation, sends Baldwin, 356; receives 
assurances from Seward of evacua- 
tion of Sumter, 355 

Sumner, Charles, anti-slavery zeal of, 
23; opinion of, by moderates, 24; 
and Seward, 25; rebuked by Repub- 
licans, 84-35; incredulity of seces- 
sion, 80; on capitalistic pressure for 
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compromise, 127; opposes compro- 
mise, 132, 176; on Lincoln’s influ- 
ence against compromise, 185; and 
Stanton, 259; condemns Seward’s 
speech of Jan. 12, 288 

Sumter, Fort, importance of, 250; oc- 
cupied by Anderson, 253; alleged 
pledge not to occupy, 253-254; re- 
turn of Anderson to Moultrie de- 
manded, 254, 268; return sought by 
Seward, 268-271; return refused, 
254; Buchanan’s truce at, 271; 
shortage of supplies at, 332; consul- 
tations on, 337; consensus against 
provisioning, 337-338; evacuation 
expected, 336, 339, 341-342; Lin- 
coln’s tentative decision to aban- 
don, 339; Fox sent by Lincoln to, 
339; danger of Confederate attack 
on, 343-345; evacuation promised 
by Seward, to Confederate Com- 
missioners, 345-347, to Virginia 
Unionists, 355; evacuation proposed 
by Lincoln to Border Unionists, 
353-354, 357; expected evacuation 
of, as formative factor of Republi- 
can policy, 358; evacuation to be 
offset by holding Fort Pickens, 359; 
public reaction against evacuation 
of, 359-360; evacuation urged by 
Scott on political grounds, 361; de- 
cision to hold, 361-363; expedition 
to provision ordered prepared, 361- 
862; provisioning notice sent to 
Gov. Pickens, 363; Seward favors 
abandoning, 364; expedition to pro- 
vision, 871-374; position of South 
on provisioning, 372; purpose of 
Lincoln in provisioning, 373-374 
See also Anderson, Maj. Robert 

Swett, Leonard, suggests Southerners 
for cabinet, 152 

Syracuse Journal, opposes Weed’s 
compromise plan, 72 


Taliaferro, James G., on Southern op- 
position to secession, 209 

Tallmadge, Nathaniel P., on need for 
retaining Border, 282 

Tarr, Campbell, interview with Lin- 
coln, 354 
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Taylor, John, of Caroline, 1 

Taylor, Miles, disavows secession, 6 

Ten Eyck, John C., fear of slavery 
extension, 222 

Tennessee, defeat of secession in, 312 

Territorial compromise, Weed pro- 
poses plan for, 68-69; opposition to 
Weed’s plan, 72-74; resolution for, 
in committee of 33, defeated, 100; 
resolution for, in House, 93-95; op- 
posed by Lincoln, 156-160; Lincoln 
influences Seward on, 169-170; pro- 
posal for, by Albany Evening Jour- 
nal, renewed, 165-166; abandoned 
by Weed and Seward, 175-176 
See also New Mexico; Compromise; 
Crittenden Compromise 

Territories, Dakota, Nevada, 
Colorado organized, 277-278 

Texas, submits secession to ratifica- 
tion, 209; offer, by Lincoln and Sew- 
ard, of aid to Sam Houston, 349- 
352 

Thayer, Eli, resolution in House, 93 

Thirteenth Amendment, proposed, in- 
troduced, 293; action of committee 
of 33 on, 298-299; vote on, in 
House, 301, in Senate, 301 

Tilley, John Shipley, on Sumter, 333; 
opinion discussed, 333-335 

Toombs, Robert, threatens secession 
in 1856, 2; threatens secession in 
campaign of 1860, 4; member, com- 
mittee of 13, 110; action on Critten- 
den resolutions, 171, 172; responsi- 
bility in defeat of compromise, 204— 
207; warns against hope of compro- 
mise, 215; desires voluntary recon- 
struction, 232 

Totten, Brig. Gen. Joseph G., at con- 
ference on Sumter, 337 

Trumbull, Lyman, 174, 300; spokes- 
man for Lincoln in Springfield 
speech, 140-142; consulted by Lin- 
coln, 146, 162, 167; corresponds 
with Lincoln, 156, 157, 161n; let- 
ters of Lincoln to, 157, 160n; warns 
Lincoln against Seward, 160n; cor- 
respondents oppose compromise, 
198; belief in voluntary reconstruc- 
tion, 238; on secessionist threat to 
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Washington, 255; expects evacua- 
tion of Sumter, 339; resolutions re- 
lating to Sumter, 360 

Tucker, St. George, 1 


Upshur, Abel P., 1 


Vallandigham, Clement L., foretells 
violence at inauguration, 254 

Van Buren, Martin, on desire for com- 
promise, by Republicans, 191, by 
North, 195 

Villard, Henry, on capitalistic pres- 
sure on Lincoln, 127; on Republican 
dissension, 194 

Virginia, defeat of secession in, 306— 
310; initiates Washington Peace 
Convention, 307; Unionists’ nego- 
tiations with Lincoln and Seward, 
352-357, 373; convention of, 354— 
355; weakness of Unionists in con- 
vention, 355-356 

Vogdes, Capt. Israel, ordered to oc- 
cupy Pickens, 359; unable te exe- 
cute orders, 362-363 

Voluntary reconstruction. See Recon- 
struction of Union, voluntary 


Wade, Benjamin F., member, com- 
mittee of 13, 111; opposes compro- 
mise, 176; opposes compromise in 
committee of 13, 170, 172, 182; on 
organization of territories without 
slavery exclusion, 278 

Waite, Carlos A., ordered to support 
Sam Houston, 350; support refused, 
351; withdraws troops from Texas, 
351 

Waldron, Henry, opposes compromise, 
177 

Walker, William, filibustering activ- 
ities of, 221 

Warren, Fitz-Henry, on nomination 
of 1860, 33; on moderate Republi- 
cans, 39 

Washburn, Israel on movement for 
Bates, 32n 

Washburne, Elihu B., corresponds 
with Lincoln, 156; letter of Lincoln 
to, 158; agent for Lincoln, 263 
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Washington, alleged plan of secession- 
ists to seize, 254-255, 262 

Washington Peace Convention, 307- 
308; instigated by Seward, 308; 
delegates’ interview with Lincoln, 
353 

Washington Post, reaction to Trum- 
bull’s speech, 142 

Watson, Peter H., agent of Stanton 
and Seward, 259 

Watts, John S., testimony on New 
Mexico, 292 

Webb, G., belief in voluntary recon- 
struction, 227 

Webb, James Watson. See New York 
Courier and Inquirer 

Weed, Thurlow, 174, 247; incredulity 
of secession, 11, 69-70; Whig back- 
ground of, 21; opinion of, by radi- 
cals, 23; and nomination of 1860, 
28; visits Lincoln, 36; political in- 
fluence of, 69; compromise proposal 
of, 71; reaction to compromise pro- 
posal, 72~74; relationship of Seward 
to his compromise proposal, 83-86; 
compromise plan endorsed, 128; on 
Border Unionists, 115; mission from 
Lincoln to John A. Gilmer, 152-153; 
suggests Southerners for cabinet, 
146-148, 150, 152; letter of Lincoln 
to, 159; conference with Lincoln, 
Dec., 1860, 164, 166-169; confer- 
ences with Seward, 164, 169-170, 
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175; renews compromise proposal, 
165-166 

Welles. Gideon, on Northern incredu- 
lity of secession, 77; asserts Seward 
party to Sumter truce, 271; at con- 
ference on Sumter, 337; opinion on 
provisioning Sumter, 338; on Lin- 
coln’s decision to evacuate Sumter, 
339; accuses Seward of ruining Sum- 
ter expedition, 366-367 

Welling, J. C., transmits message of 
Seward to Virginia Unionists, 355 

Wentworth, John, incredulity of se- 
cession, 11-12 

Wetmore, A. R., pro-compromise ac- 
tivity of, 125 

Whigs, support Buchanan, 3 

Whittier, John Greenleaf, acquiescent 
toward separation, 54-55 

Wigfall, Louis T., hostility to compro- 
mise, 201; responsibility in defeat of 
compromise, 204-207 

Wilson, Henry, enumerates secession- 
ists, 4; incredulity of secession, 9, 49 

Wise, Henry A., threatens secession in 
1856, 2; secession plan of, in 1856, 
7; alleged plot against Washington, 
254-255 

Yancey, William Lowndes, 231 

Yates, Richard, on hostility to com- 
promise in Illinois, 194 

Yulee, David, favors voluntary recon- 
struction, 228-229 
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